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Abstract
This purpose of this study was to engage a fifth grade teacher and students in the
exploration and application of the EFE (Education for Equity) conceptual framework, and to
develop understandings of how EFE functioned in this context. This framework, developed
around a decade of equity-focused research in elementary contexts, outlines research-based
categories of practices for equity work in elementary schools, and it draws attention to areas
lacking attention in the literature. Using and extending from case study methods and
participatory methods, I worked with a teacher and her students in this urban classroom for
approximately six months in both eLearning and face-to-face classroom settings to engage in
collaborative, equity-focused work. We produced data through pedagogical documentation,
observations and field notes, teacher-researcher conversations, student conversations, a
researcher journal, artifacts, and documents. Our layered, nonlinear analysis process included
framework-based, polyvocal, and material analyses. Findings are organized around the
components of the EFE framework and include various representations aimed at portraying
practices, challenges, themes, critical incidents, meaning-making processes, polyvocal
influences, material influences, and more in relation to our equity advancement work in this
elementary context. I conclude by discussing considerations and implications in relation these
findings and our ongoing pursuit of equity and justice in education and beyond.

xi

Chapter One: Introduction
Various studies have explored theories and practices related to being responsive to
diverse student identities and advancing equity in elementary contexts. For example, culturally
relevant pedagogy (Ladson Billings, 1995a, 1995b) and culturally responsive teaching (Gay,
2000) have been used as frameworks for studying approaches and concepts related to meeting
the needs of racially, linguistically, and culturally diverse students in today’s classrooms.
Similarly, multicultural education (Banks, 1995; Nieto, 2000) has been used as a framework for
advancing equity and social justice for all students through critical analysis, affirming student
diversity, and a commitment to eliminating inequities. Other terms have been used to develop
frameworks for advancing equitable education and social justice for diverse student groups, such
as social justice pedagogy, equity pedagogy, and transformative pedagogy. Still others use
critical theory to develop pedagogies around empowering students and challenging inequities in
education and society, such as critical pedagogy, critical multiculturalism, empowering
pedagogy, and antiracist pedagogy.
Although these terms have been theorized and used in different ways in the literature, a
commonality they share is around the advancement of equity and the responsiveness to diversity
in today’s schools, a need which requires ongoing attention and commitment in our education
system. Building upon the broad literature base surrounding the terms previously described, this
study aims to contribute to this conversation through its exploration of the advancement of equity
in one urban elementary classroom. I use collaborative, participatory, and case study methods to
engage a teacher and students in the application of an equity-centered framework, Education for
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Equity (EFE). We explored how EFE functioned in this fifth grade classroom, and how students,
the teacher, and the researcher described and represented the meanings made in relation to EFE
in this classroom.
Rationale
Despite an increasingly diverse nation, education as an institution continues to reflect and
maintain the broader inequities that exist in society. Privatization, standardization, and federal
accountability initiatives (e.g., No Child Left Behind, Race to the Top) have pushed schools to
maintain their “competitiveness” by demonstrating achievement on standardized assessments,
dictating the content on which classrooms are primarily focused and the types of training
teachers receive as part of professional development. Nieto (2017) explains, “One of the
consequences of such initiatives is that multicultural education has often been placed on the back
burner as states demanded that teachers and schools instead focus on teaching test-taking skills
and the low-level knowledge that is frequently found on such tests” (p. 4). Despite intense efforts
to meet standardized assessment measures through specific curriculum and pedagogical
practices, such initiatives have “done little to improve the education of the most marginalized
students in US schools” (Nieto, 2017, p. 4).
Elementary schools are at the forefront of the rapidly-changing demographic makeup of
the United States. For example, twenty-five years ago, 70% of school-aged children were white.
Today, that percentage has dropped to less than 50% (Mordechay, Gándara, & Orfield, 2019).
The population of school-aged Latinx children, on the other hand, has more than doubled since
1990, currently making up 28% of the public school population. As a point of comparison, age 8
is currently the most common age of all Latinxs in the United States, while the most common
age of whites is 55 (Mordechay et al., 2019). As the third largest racial group, Black students
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make up approximately 15% of the public school population, followed by Asian students (5%).
Pacific Islander students, American Indian/Alaskan Native students, and students of two or more
races each respectively make up less than 1% of the population of public school students (NCES,
2019). Reflecting what has already occurred in many schools across the country, racial minority
groups will collectively become the majority of the population in the United States by 2045,
according to demographers (Frey, 2018; Mordechay et al., 2019).
Approximately just under 10% of students enrolled in U.S. public schools participate in
“language assistance” programs (such as “English as a Second Language” [ESL] or “English
Language Learner” [ELL] services). Spanish, Arabic, Chinese, and Vietnamese are among the
most common of the over 400 different languages U.S. students speak. Additionally, in the 201718 school year, 13.7% of public school students in the U.S. received special education services
(NCES, 2019); and, approximately 4.5% of the population (8.1% of millennials) identify within
the LGBT[Q] community, indicating the likelihood of similar percentages of students who
currently or will one day identify as LGBT[Q] (Newport, 2018). These demographics describe
only some of the broad range of diversity that exists in U.S. public schools, which includes
diversity in race, ethnicity, language, class, socioeconomic status, religion, gender identity,
gender expression, sex, sexuality, ability, immigration status, national origin, age, and beyond.
Students from historically marginalized groups, such as students of color, linguisticallydiverse students, and low-income students continue to experience significantly lower academic
achievement and higher dropout rates than their white/English-speaking/middle-to-upper-class
peers (Bonner & Adams, 2012; Dallavis, 2011; Reyes & Garcia, 2014). Students of color,
particularly Black and Latinx students, continue to be disproportionately represented in special
education (Albrecht, Skiba, Losen, Chung, & Middelberg, 2012; Bonner & Adams, 2012) and
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impacted by exclusionary discipline practices in schools, such as referrals, suspensions, and
expulsions (Anyon et al., 2018). Additionally, LGBTQ students continue to experience bullying,
discrimination, and harassment at school at much higher rates than their peers, often prompting
them to miss days of school or drop out entirely (Kosciw et al., 2018). Certainly, there are many
more examples demonstrating that inequality and injustice persist in educational contexts and
society more broadly, including overt or subtle forms of racism, sexism, classism, linguicism,
ableism, ageism, heterosexism, religious intolerance, xenophobia, etc.; and despite various
initiatives, programs, and efforts aimed at closing “achievement gaps” (a term challenged and
reframed by some as “opportunity gaps” [Carter & Welner 2013]) to advance the success of
diverse student groups, U.S. schools have a far way to go in ensuring that all students achieve
equitable, socially-just, culturally sustaining educational and life experiences.
Because of this context and ongoing need, theory and practice around the advancement of
equity in education and responsiveness to diversity continues to be a focus in many scholarly
conversations (e.g., Gorksi, 2017; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 2016; Nieto, 2017; Paris, 2012, etc.).
Aiming to contribute to this conversation, this study may have implications for educators,
teacher educators, and researchers interested in advancing equity in elementary education by
offering one example of how equity-focused change might unfold and function in an urban
elementary classroom, including considerations of student voices, student learning, teacher
decision-making and agency, and student identities as intersectional and emerging. These
components are each included within the conceptual framework used for this study, Education
for Equity (EFE), described in the following section.
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Conceptual Framework
In a recent critical systematic review of empirical studies that used equity pedagogies,
culturally-conscious pedagogies, critical pedagogies, and/or other related terms to examine the
advancement of equity within elementary contexts, I used the term “Education for Equity” (EFE)
as an umbrella term to look across studies using these various terms and the practices related to
each, resisting a narrowed focus or alignment with one term over another and instead focusing on
what these terms do, collectively, to advance equity in education (Haraf, Burns, Jacobs, &
Migueliz-Valcarlos, unpublished). Although each of these terms have important distinctions and
provide valuable frameworks for different areas of research, my use of the term EFE draws
attention to my interest in bringing together scholars and theories related to educational equity in
order to understand what is happening to advance equity and social justice in elementary schools,
regardless the pedagogy/framework label used in the research or variations in particular equityrelated areas of focus.
Building on the findings from this review (Haraf et al., unpublished), I further developed
EFE as a framework to connect and expand upon concepts from across the literature using these
various terms and to address silences or assumptions in the empirical literature that are in need of
attention as we work toward equitable education (see figure 1). EFE is based on a foundation of
attention to various types of diversity, as well as to the school and community context. While an
emphasis is placed on context-specific needs and aspects of diversity that have faced ongoing
marginalization and discrimination, this framework highlights the need for classrooms to attend
to widely diverse groups and identities, not only within the curriculum but also through
considerations of student identities and in relation to developing students’ critical consciousness.
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Figure 1. Education for Equity (EFE) Conceptual Framework.

Resting on these two foundational components, EFE includes four categories of practices:
Pedagogical practices, curriculum practices, practices related to family and community
connections, and teacher commitment practices. These four categories of practices are themes
across the empirical literature from the past decade (2009-2019) in relation to equity
advancement practices in elementary contexts in the United States (Haraf et al., unpublished).
The practices related to each of these categories are expanded upon below. Finally, three
additional components are woven through the center of this framework, drawing attention to
components that have been missing in this literature base and that need consideration in relation
to foundational elements and the practices categories of EFE. These components include a lens
of identity complexity, the centering of student voices, and ongoing student learning. Dotted
lines move from the practice categories through these ‘silence’ areas to indicate the possibility of
building upon them in each of the four practice categories, and the need to do so in order to
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address these gaps in the literature. In the following sections, I expand on each component of this
framework.
Foundational Component of EFE: Broad Considerations of Diversity. At its
foundation, the EFE framework rests on a commitment to attend to multiple types of diversity,
including but not limited to diversity in race, ethnicity, culture, language, class, socioeconomic
status, religion, gender identity, gender expression, sex, sexuality, ability, immigration status,
national origin, age, and beyond. This component of EFE draws attention to the many ways that
students may experience marginalization in education and in society, and is a departure from
frameworks that prioritize specific aspects of diversity (e.g., culture). While such frameworks are
tremendously important and much needed in order to deeply explore and address particular areas
of diversity, the literature is deficient in studies that consider how elementary classrooms are
responsive to and inclusive of multiple aspects of diversity and multiple areas of marginalization,
as well as considerations of students’ identities as intersectional, complex, and emerging.
Indeed, even while many frameworks have been theorized to connect with goals around
disrupting inequity and being responsive to student identities, empirical studies in elementary
contexts often remain narrow in their focus on cultural/racial/ethnic aspects of student identities,
the affirmation of these identities, and the alignment of curriculum and pedagogy to these
identities. Some scholars have argued that culture-centered approaches in particular, which have
received significant attention in the literature, risk essentializing student groups and that they
distract from larger or the most urgent issues. For example, Gorski (2016) describes the ways in
which the “cult of culture” distracts educators and scholars from other aspects of educational
equity, and he calls for a more justice-oriented, equity-centered approach in classrooms and
schools today. He asks:
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Do we embrace approaches, or versions of approaches, for attending to “diversity” that
implicitly or explicitly emphasize culture at the expense of equity—that mask
heterosexism, racism, linguicism, economic injustice, and other forms of oppression? Do
we embrace frameworks that essentialize students—simplifying their complex identities
into stereotyped cultural traits? (p. 225)
Similarly, Nieto (2000) calls for centering equity and social justice in teacher education
programs, pointing out that ‘multicultural’ approaches in teacher education often fall short,
failing to ask “difficult questions related to access, equity, and social justice” (p. 180); and
Gonzalez (2005) argues that going beyond culture to focus more on students’ and communities’
“funds of knowledge” is necessary to understand students and engage in meaningful ways with
their lives. The EFE framework, then, emphasizes the need for attention to be placed on equity as
it relates to all types of diversity and the multiple, intersecting identities of students.
Foundational Component of EFE: Responsiveness to Context. While attention must
be placed on multiple types of diversity, this framework also acknowledges the importance of
school and community contexts (Roofe, 2018), similar to that of pedagogies that emphasize
responsiveness to the particular students in the school or classroom (Gay, 2002; Ladson-Billings,
1995a, etc.). This aspect of the framework indicates that heightened attention ought to be placed
on issues or needs that most directly impact students and families within a particular community.
For example, while a school might seek to develop students’ critical consciousness about equity
as it relates to many diverse groups, a school with many students identifying within a particular
group might even further expand their attention on the current and historical issues pertaining to
that group and increase related activism efforts. Similarly, using a context-specific basis involves
a focus on student learning about the local context, including the school, people, surrounding
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community, and history, and connecting this learning with classroom experiences and content.
This means that practices used and the most significant issues addressed vary and cannot be
generalized; rather, EFE requires adaptability and ongoing learning related to contextual
understandings. Content and materials ought to be both derived from the community context and
based on the most prevalent issues of injustice and inequity within that particular community
(e.g., Kelly-McHale, 2019; Ngai & Koehn, 2010; Valenzuela, 2017, etc.).
An important aspect of this component is recognition that EFE is not only for students
and schools serving primarily minority or marginalized groups. While many teacher preparation
programs have been increasingly attending to the development of culturally responsive, socially
just teachers among their population of majority white, middle class students (Lewis Chiu et al.,
2017; Mills & Ballantyne, 2016; Wiedeman, 2002; Zollers, Albert, & Cochran-Smith, 2000),
there is a gap in the literature around attention to equity, social justice, and cultural
responsiveness among “dominant” group students in K-12 education (Haraf et al., unpublished).
This framework assumes that EFE is an educational model for any group of students or school
context; and its context-specific component points to the importance of adapting and considering
the way equity and social justice issues impact the students in that particular context. For
example, white, English-speaking students from affluent backgrounds in elementary contexts
must be given experiences through pedagogy and the curriculum to learn about diverse groups in
assets-based ways, to learn about inequality and unfair treatment of people in history and today,
and to understand the ways in which they might become allies and activists to advance social
justice for any marginalized group, even if they may not personally identify with that group.
Practice Categories in EFE Conceptual Framework. The four categories of practices
included in the EFE framework synthesize the various ways educators are attending to equity
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issues in elementary contexts across theoretical and pedagogical frameworks related to equity
over the past decade (Haraf et al., unpublished). These include various pedagogical practices,
curriculum practices, teacher commitment practices, and practices related to family and
community connections. In this research, I understand the field of practice as “the place where
professionals do their work” (Shulman, 1998, p. 518), and I define practices as action related to
particular concepts, thoughts, or ideas (Cambridge University Press, 2020). That is, the practices
referred to here describe actions or approaches that can be enacted in classrooms in tangible
ways. The four categories of practices included in the EFE framework are briefly described in
this section and are further expanded upon in Chapter 2.
Practices Category 1: Advancing Equity through Pedagogy. There are five types of
pedagogical practices in this category that have been found to be used in connection with equityadvancement goals in the literature (Haraf et al., unpublished). These include: (1) The use of
dialogue, discussion, and collaboration in the classroom; (2) Flexibility and variation in learning
structures and activities; (3) Making learning relevant and personal to students and their lives; (4)
Humanizing approaches toward learning and classroom management; and (5) Student
empowerment and choice in the classroom. This component of the framework emphasizes the
various pedagogical practices that teachers must consider when working toward equity
advancement.
Practices Category 2: Advancing Equity through Curriculum. Three types of practices
related to curriculum, emerging from themes in the empirical literature, are included in this
category. These practices include: (1) Adding to the “official” curriculum to reflect student
identities and to teach about social justice/equity issues; (2) Revising, amending, or adjusting the
“official” curriculum in order to be responsive to students and student identities or to better
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incorporate social justice/equity issues; and (3) Student choice in curricular decisions. This
component of the framework acknowledges the importance of flexibility and adaptability within
teachers’ use of the curriculum in equity-focused classrooms.
Practices Category 3: Advancing Equity through Family/Community Connections. A
third category of practices relates to family and community connections with schools. Studies
using equity-focused frameworks or exploring equity-related pedagogies have demonstrated that
educators recognize the importance of establishing strong connections between school and
students’ families and communities (Haraf et al., unpublished). This category includes three
types of practices: (1) High teacher and school involvement with families and within the
community; (2) Bringing families and community members into schools to teach, collaborate, or
volunteer; and (3) Bringing students out of the school for community-based learning
experiences. This component within the EFE framework draws attention to the ways that school
contexts must overlap with family and community contexts in order to both be responsive to
students’ lives and to involve students in learning about and working as activists within their
communities.
Practices Category 4: Advancing Equity through Teacher Commitment. A final
category of practices included in this framework are those related to teacher commitment.
Studies exploring equity-focused classrooms often describe examples of teacher commitment to
equity advancement (Haraf et al., unpublished), which can be summarized as two types of
practices: (1) Ongoing teacher learning, and (2) Teacher initiative and agency. These teacher
learning and agency practices are included within the EFE framework as an essential component
of the advancement of equity in schools.
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Addressing Silences through EFE Conceptual Framework. In addition to the practice
categories described above, the EFE framework includes components that address current gaps
in the literature around equity-focused pedagogies in elementary contexts. These three concepts
include (1) A lens of identity complexity, (2) Ongoing student learning, and (3) Centering
student voices.
Lens of Identity Complexity. Literature focused on advancing equity in education
highlights the importance of knowing students, their communities, their funds of knowledge, and
their frames of reference as we consider how to best support them in educational settings (Gay,
2000; Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzales, 1992; Nieto, 2017). Creating inclusive spaces where
students see themselves represented in the curriculum and where teachers build upon their
identities and experiences are key components of frameworks aimed at advancing equity in
education. However, student identity is often implied to be fixed, stable, and narrow in studies
that explore the enactment of equity-focused pedagogies in elementary contexts (Haraf et al.,
unpublished). Not only do these studies tend to prioritize racial/cultural/linguistic aspects of
student identities over other aspects of identity (gender, class, religion, ability, etc.), they also
rarely acknowledge or consider students’ own positioning of themselves, variation within student
groups of the same “category,” the complexity, fluidity, and intersectionality of student
identities, or student subjectivities as unstable and emerging. Addressing this silence and
drawing upon literature focused on these understandings of identity, the EFE framework
positions understanding and responding to the complexity of student identity as a key component
of advancing education for equity.
Ongoing Student Learning. Theorists who develop pedagogical frameworks related to
equity advancement often describe a need for connections with student learning or academic
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achievement (e.g., Banks 1995; Ladson-Billings, 1995, etc.). However, there is a clear absence
of evidence around the connection between the enactment of equity-related pedagogies in
elementary contexts and measurable or specific student achievement outcomes (Haraf et al.,
unpublished). Many studies imply student learning or achievement by describing, for example,
student engagement, motivation, or positive attitudes; or they suggest increased understanding of
concepts because of the use of culturally and linguistically responsive approaches. There is also a
common theme across many studies of a focus on high academic expectations for
students. However, reflecting that which other scholars have noted (Aronson & Laughter, 2016;
Sleeter, 2012), there remains an absence of studies demonstrating clear descriptions of student
learning outcomes within elementary contexts. Drawing on critical theory to challenge dominant
notions of how learning is measured and to open up understandings of “learning” as a concept,
the EFE framework does not require reliance on understanding learning through standardized
academic assessments or even in relation to state academic standards; however, it does position
learning as a component of advancing equity in education, and assumes there are many
possibilities for exploring what this learning might look like.
Centering Student Voices. The theme of space for student dialogue, discussion, and
collaboration as a pedagogical practice is seen across empirical studies focused on equity
pedagogies (Haraf et al., unpublished). Resisting transmission theories or banking models
(Freire, 1970) of teaching and learning, many teachers use frequent classroom discussions,
student dialogue with peers and the teacher, and opportunities for students to voice their
opinions, thoughts, and reactions to curriculum and content through conversation and/or writing.
However, this attention to student “voice” primarily functioned within rather than outside of
hegemonic structures and understandings of academic learning, such as dialogue and discussion
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used during a comprehension lesson aligned with grade level reading standards (May, 2010) or
regular dialogue with students on teacher-determined curricular topics (in math, science, etc.)
and how these connect with students’ lives (Huerta, 2011).
Most studies, however, continue to exclude student voices or perceptions as a form of
data to understand students’ experiences or meaning-making processes in the classroom related
to content and pedagogy in elementary contexts (Haraf et al., unpublished). That is, while many
studies demonstrate that elementary teachers often use dialogue and discussion as a pedagogical
practice related to the content focus, researchers and teachers alike were rarely found to use
student voices or perspectives as a data source in order to understand how students experience
the content and pedagogy in their classrooms or their perspectives on practices/experiences that
were meaningful to them.
After conducting a systematic review of literature around student voice over the past ten
years, Pearce and Wood (2019) conclude:
Thus, the need for student voice work may never have been greater. If indeed student
voice does offer an escape from performative culture and a challenge to existing
structures of domination then, as Chua (2009) suggests, non-performative goals such as
those involved in the authentic and democratic participation of students can not only help
students to empower themselves, but also help to recover some of teachers’ own
vocational and professional beliefs and values. (p. 127)
Studies that include students’ own perspectives and descriptions of the meanings they make in
their classrooms are necessary to extend the body of research exploring the advancement of
equity in education.
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In this section I provided an overview of the EFE conceptual framework that guides this
study. This framework includes the two foundational components of broad considerations of
diversity and responsiveness to context, and four practice categories: pedagogical practices,
curriculum practices, practices related to family and community connections, and teacher
commitment practices. It also incorporates components that address gaps in the literature,
including a lens of identity complexity, ongoing student learning, and centering student voices.
The EFE framework is used in this study’s research questions and to guide its data production
and data analysis processes. In the following section, I describe the theoretical perspectives that
inform both the EFE framework and this study as a whole.
Theoretical Perspectives
The EFE framework and this study overall are rooted in critical theory. Critical theory
draws attention to the political, historical, and social contexts surrounding the lives of people and
our research, and it centers the need for social change toward justice and liberation for all people
(McLaren, 2015; Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2017). With roots in the Frankfurt School of social
research and the ideas of Marcuse (1969), Habermas (1972), and Freire (1970), among others,
critical theory has aims related to empowerment, equality, and social justice. Critical theorists
seek to understand, critique, and change institutions and society wherever oppression and
inequality exist (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018). Dialogue and voice become important
ideas in work with critical aims, where encounters between people are rooted in love, trust,
humility, and hope; and this type of communication and listening lead to reflection and action
toward freedom (Freire, 1970).
In education, critical theory challenges the hierarchical structure of schools and questions
the authority of the curriculum. Critical theorists recognize that “schooling always represents an
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introduction to, preparation for, and legitimation of particular forms of social life. It is always
implicated in relations of power, social practices, and the favoring of forms of knowledge that
support a specific vision of past, present, and future” (McLaren, 2015, p. 123). Freire (1970)
emphasizes the rejection of a top-down, “banking” model of education, instead necessitating a
democratic, dialogical approach: “The teacher is no longer merely the-one-who-teachers, but one
who is himself taught in dialogue with the students, who in turn while being taught also teach.
They become jointly responsible for a process in which all grow. In this process, arguments
based on ‘authority’ are no longer valid; in order to function, authority must be on the side of
freedom, not against it” (p. 80). The authority of academic standards and prescribed curriculum
is questioned and challenged as critical theorists consider what knowledge is considered to be
valuable, and why. In education, authorities in the field – often those who can be described as
having “dominant cultural capital” (Yosso, 2005) – are assumed to know what is best for
students and what decisions are necessary for their well-being, while failing to consider the clash
that may exist between students’ identities and their experiences in the classroom, or what
students themselves view as their own learning goals and purposes.
The importance of critical theory in this study is related to its practical, actionable
concerns around change and empowerment, as well as its foundation for work rooted in social
justice and critical pedagogical practices. As a framework, EFE focuses on the advancement of
equity and social justice through participatory approaches, shared decision-making,
responsiveness to the voices and complex identities of students, and the challenging of traditional
teaching norms and practices, among other components that draw upon critical perspectives. In
addition, the methodological approaches used in this study (expanded upon in chapter 3) draw
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upon critical theory in centering collaborative, participatory approaches that position both the
teacher and students as researchers and key decision-makers in this study.
The theoretical influences in this research are not limited to critical theory alone, and I
make use of pluralist, multitheoretical perspectives to support this study’s theoretical basis and
its integration of some approaches and concepts that are used to push boundaries or expand
possibilities for this work. Koro-Ljungberg, Yendol-Hoppey, Smith, and Hayes (2009) describe
“pluralist” views as adopted by those who “find stable (e)pistemological commitments too
limiting” and choose to “operate in the intersections among multiple theoretical perspectives and
methods'' (p. 696). Drawing upon the concepts of hybrid perspectives (Koro-Ljungberg et al.,
2009) and the bricolage (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Kincheloe, 2001/2005; Lincoln, 2001), I
acknowledge the ways that additional theoretical perspectives influence my epistemological and
methodological considerations and decisions in this research, positioning me in some ways as a
theoretical and methodological bricoleur. Denzin and Lincoln (2005) explain, “The researcher as
bricoleur-theorist works between and within competing and overlapping perspectives and
paradigms” (p. 6). According to Kincheloe (2005), bricoleurs work with multiple epistemologies,
acknowledging that “depending on where observers stand in the multidimensional web of reality,
they will come to see different phenomena in different ways . . . In their appreciation of
epistemological complexity, bricoleurs seek out diverse epistemologies for their unique insights
and sophisticated modes of making meaning” (p. 329). The bricolage invites the disruption of
assumed/actual regulations and easy, distinct boundaries in research, assuming the research act to
be complex and therefore benefiting from complex, multitheoretical, multimethodological
possibilities for inquiring.
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Working within the bricolage to consider ways that the overlaps and spaces between
different theoretical perspectives might open up new ways of thinking, I also use postmodern
theories to expand boundaries for thinking about certain concepts relevant to this research. In this
study, my emerging understandings of identity, voice, data, students, materiality, power, and
knowledge, among other concepts, are influenced in some ways by postmodern, poststructural,
and/or posthumanist scholars or ideas, and I invited these influences in at different points to think
with our data differently, to challenge certain discourses or ways of knowing, and to expand
considerations of a concept or idea. Although these frameworks lack clear, singular definitions,
some components of postmodern theories distinguish them from other frameworks. Like critical
theory, these frameworks reject “grand narratives” in research, which tend to “exclude other
ways of seeing, privilege accounts from those with power, and promote falsely linear versions of
history” (Gannon & Davies, 2007, p. 72). Broadly, postmodern theories value multiple
meanings, discontinuity, and entanglements, while challenging the clarity of language and
structural boundaries; and they reject binary categories, linearity, essentialism, and fixed
individuations (Cohen et al., 2018; Gannon & Davies, 2012; Jackson & Mazzei, 2011; Lather &
St. Pierre, 2013; St. Pierre, 2011).
In the 1990s, the term postmodernism was inclusive of poststructuralism; and, despite the
ways they have been distinguished from one another, these two terms/concepts share some
overarching perspectives and continue to be used interchangeably at times. However,
poststructuralism has become more prevalent as a term, and has been distinguished from
postmodernism particularly in its attention to concepts such as discourses, discursive
constitutions of subjectivities, and deconstruction (Gannon & Davies, 2012; St. Pierre, 2011).
Poststructuralism assumes multiple realities and meanings, each of which “has its own power to
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produce new ways of seeing and that should always be open to contestation” (Gannon & Davies,
2012, p. 66). Posthumanism, as a related but distinct theory, decenters the human to instead
consider how human/nonhuman entities are inseparable and produce one other through their
entangled becomings (Barad, 2007; Jackson & Mazzei, 2011). Posthumanism considers “agency
as distributed over nonhuman as well as human forms” (Barad, 2007, p. 214), prompting
considerations of materiality and how material-discursive forces constitute subjectivities and
knowledge. Knowing emerges from material engagement with the world, where agency is
distributed and human subjects cannot be understood apart from their material conditions.
In addition to these broad considerations that influence the thinking and doing of
knowledge production and meaning-making in this study, posthumanism influences this study’s
attention to matter and materiality (Barad, 2003/2007), particularly in the data production and
analysis. For example, pedagogical documentation (Kuby et al., 2015; Taguchi, 2010), used as a
data production tool in this research, is informed by poststructural and posthumanist
considerations of what data is, means, and how it is produced through the intra-action (Barad,
2003) of human and nonhuman agents. Considerations of student identity in this study also draw
upon poststructural conceptions of becoming and emerging subjectivities (Butler, 1990/1996;
Deleuze & Guattari, 1987; Kuby & Vaughn, 2015), through which the human subject is
understood as “constituted through particular discourses and in particular historical moments”
(Gannon & Davies, 2012, p. 71); and the “I” is unstable and constituted in relation to everything
else (Butler, 2004). Poststructural thinking disrupts binaries in this study, such as the child-adult
binary (Murris, 2017) and the powerful-powerless binary (Foucault, 1979), replacing them
instead with multiplicities, continuums, and networks (Gannon & Davies, 2012; Lather, 2013).
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Working as a bricoleur, I invited these concepts and perspectives to become with this
research and the EFE framework in order to see what might be enable or produced. Employing
the bricolage to bring in postmodern perspectives allows consideration of multiple realities,
readings, and ways of knowing in this study, including engagement with the concepts described
above, as well as allowance of contradictions or “snags” in the data and considerations of what
was “left out, elided, or silenced” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2011, p. 16).
Postmodern theories have been understood to be both compatible and divergent with
critical theory in different ways (Cohen et al., 2018; Gannon & Davies, 2012; Hatch, 2002;
Kincheloe & Steinberg, 2011). Kincheloe and Steinberg (2011) explain, “The dialogue between
critical theory and postmodernism produces a theoretical hesitation, a theoretical stutter” (p. 55);
yet, some areas of overlap enable considerations of how these perspectives might work and
produce together. The shared rejection of positivist perspectives and objectivity, for example,
provide an area of overlap across these frameworks, as well as their focus on questions of power,
agency, and identity, and their critique of normative ways of knowing and being. The work of
many postmodern and poststructural thinkers originated in critical theory, and many maintain
critical aims or perspectives in their work (Hatch, 2002; Gannon & Davies, 2012). Although
some scholars identify contradictions between critical and postmodern ways of thought, such as
critical theory’s tendency toward hierarchical understandings of power and use of binary
categories in understanding oppression, this study makes use of their areas of overlap and/or the
different modes of thinking they invite when brought together or considered side-by-side.
Gannon and Davies (2012) explain:
The project for any critical theory, [Foucault, 2000] argued, is to make it possible to think
differently, and thus to open the possibility for acting differently: this does not mean to
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make different choices among the already known, already imagined, but to think against
the grain of the already known and to open up lines of action not embedded in current
thought. In this sense, critical theory, post-structural theory, and postmodern theory can
work together rather than in antagonism with each other. (p. 70).
While some postmodern thinkers challenge critical theory’s assumptions about hierarchies,
power structures, and possibilities for “real” social change, others recognize ways that
postmodernism and critical theory can work together in a both/and way to make use of
postmodern perspectives while also effecting change and pursuing transformation where
injustice exists (Agger, 1991; Gannon & Davies, 2012). With Gannon and Davies (2012), I agree
that “although categories are useful in academic work, and we use them and are here engaged in
their perpetuation, we are less concerned with policing their borders than with exploring the
work that might be done with ideas emanating from these modes of thought” (p. 72).
Finally, as with any study interested in meaning-making and understanding, this research
also draws upon interpretivist discourses and perspectives as we consider “the subjective world
of human experience” (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 19). As we engaged in change and action through a
focus on EFE in this classroom, I was interested in how participants described and represented
the meanings they make through their engagement with an EFE-focused classroom.
Constructivism, emerging from the interpretivist paradigm, posits that knowledge and meaning
are constructed as people interact in their sociocultural contexts. It rejects the idea that
knowledge can be discovered; rather, it is created by knowers in the particular time/space of their
contextual surroundings (Lincoln & Guba, 2013). Case studies often are rooted in interpretivism
and are primarily concerned with the pursuit of understanding (e.g., Stake, 1995). While these
are, in some ways, components of this case, I also worked as a bricoleur to negotiate what is
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meant by “understanding” and “knowledge construction,” to expand traditional enactments and
purposes of case study research, and to work both “within and against interpretivism” (Jackson
& Mazzei, 2013, p. 261) to produce knowledge and multiple meanings in this study.
In many ways, this study seeks to construct knowledge about how an equity-focused
classroom might function, and it considers the perspectives and experiences of the actors
involved in this classroom. However, rather than pursuing an understanding of the “true”
meaning or assuming meaning is stable or singular, I understand meaning through plurality and
processes (Koro-Ljungberg, 2015). Meaning is multiple, and interpretations are always situated
and open to reconstruction. Meaning is “not a property of individual words or groups of words
but an ongoing performance of the world in its differential dance of intelligibility and
unintelligibility” (Barad, 2007, p. 149); and the knowledge produced and understandings
discussed in this study work under these assumptions. The exploration of how actors in this study
describe and represent the meanings they make does not assume fixed, objectified notions of
meaning, but is interested in how meaning emerges and how different meanings are constructed,
negotiated, and represented in pursuit of intelligibility. Koro-Ljungberg (2015) explains,
“Research and findings can be more about meaning-making processes than outcomes, more
about questions than answers, more about connecting and living than arriving, and more about
exploration than delivery” (p. 19).
Meanings and understandings are both enabled through and limited by the words and
tools used to describe or represent them. Although I work from the assumption that complete
meanings can never be “captured,” their situated representations can broaden understandings and
produce knowledge, “adding to” rather than confirming or finding reality (Koro-Ljungberg,
2015). Working within the bricolage in this study, I both made use of and sought to interrupt
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interpretivist perspectives to consider how meanings are made and how these might be
understood.
Working within the theoretical bricolage also created space for the theoretical
perspectives of my participants in this study, particularly the teacher. Because this research was
participatory and involved the teacher in decision-making, data production, and analysis, her
epistemological positions regarding knowledge, truth, and justifications were invited into the
research process without need to reconcile them with my own. Instead, the ways of thinking we
each brought and the meaning we each made in this research contributed to its unfolding and
findings, and we focused on clarifying our situated positions and perspectives rather than
pursuing coherence between them. Kincheloe and McLaren (2005) point out, “Appreciating
research as a power-driven act, the critical researcher-as-bricoleur abandons the quest for some
naive concept of realism, focusing instead on the clarification of his or her position in the web of
reality and the social locations of other researchers and the ways they shape the production and
interpretation of knowledge” (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2005, p. 316).
Purpose
The purpose of this research was to engage teachers and students in an exploration of
how the EFE framework functioned in one fifth grade urban classroom. This study explored EFE
in this context, and how meaning was made in relation to EFE by various actors in this context.
The questions posed for this study are as follows:
● How does EFE function in one urban elementary classroom?
● How do students, a teacher, and a researcher describe and represent the meanings they
make through EFE’s functioning in this classroom?
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These questions were explored using components of case study methodology (Simons, 2009;
Stake, 1995) and other qualitative methods to engage in collaborative, participatory approaches
(Bergold & Thomas, 2012; Hatch, 2002; Kemmis & McTaggart, 2008) throughout the research
process. The “case” examined was bound by the context of one fifth grade teacher’s classroom,
which included both traditional face-to-face learning and distance learning during this study, and
which was examined in relation to EFE and with considerations around polyvocality and
materiality. Data was produced through pedagogical documentation, observations, conversations
with and among the teacher and students, a researcher journal, and documents and artifacts. This
data was analyzed collaboratively and iteratively by the teacher, researcher, and sometimes
students engaged in this study using a framework-based analysis as well as a polyvocal and
material analysis. The methodology and methods used in this study are expanded upon in
Chapter 3.
Significance
In comparison to research exploring the advancement of equity and social justice in
secondary or higher education contexts, empirical research in elementary contexts is much more
scarce. This study offers a contribution to the knowledge base of this topic in contexts and work
with children, including their descriptions and representations of meanings made in their
classroom and in relation to equity issues. It was an aim of this study to engage in change related
to both content and pedagogy used in elementary contexts and to explore how learning from and
with teachers and students can contribute to approaches for advancing equity. In addition, within
this scarce body of literature, there are several gaps that we aimed to attend to in this study,
including considerations of student identities and complex and multifaceted, student voices
throughout the research process, and ongoing student learning in connection with equity
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practices. This study also contributes to the literature base by using critical, participatory
approaches in the data production and analysis process to highlight the perspectives of and
meanings made by students and the teacher, and by using perspectives that considered
polyvocality, materiality, and multiple realities and meanings as its questions were explored.
Finally, because this research took place during the Covid-19 Pandemic and its necessitating of
distance learning for a portion of the school year, this study contributes to a new body of
research forming around teaching and learning during Covid-19, and particularly in relation to
urban elementary school contexts.
Operational Definitions
Distance learning: I use the terms eLearning and distance learning interchangeably in this study
to refer to the eLearning model used in the classroom for much of the time during which
this study took place, which was designed by the local school district as an option for
students during the Covid-19 pandemic. This model involved assigning students to a
teacher at their regular brick-and-mortar school, and using a consistent daily bell
schedule to facilitate learning both synchronously and asynchronously through the use of
platforms such as Canvas (a web-based learning management system) and Zoom (web
conferencing technology), as well as utilizing the same curriculum that was being used in
brick-and-mortar classrooms.
Elementary contexts: I define elementary contexts as schools serving students between the
approximate ages of five and twelve. In the United States, students at these ages are
typically attending kindergarten through fifth grade. At times, pre-kindergarten or sixth
grade classrooms fall within elementary contexts, such as when five-year-old students are
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in pre-kindergarten classrooms rather than kindergarten or when sixth grade is grouped
with elementary rather than middle school.
EFE: EFE, or “Education or Equity,” is the conceptual framework used to guide this study. This
framework was developed based on a review of empirical literature from 2009-2019 that
studied equity-related pedagogies in elementary contexts. The framework includes
themes from these studies, and incorporates components that address areas of silences
across these studies.
eLearning: I use the terms eLearning and distance learning interchangeably in this study to refer
to the eLearning model used in the classroom for much of the time during which this
study took place, which was designed by the local school district as an option for students
during the Covid-19 pandemic. This model involved assigning students to a teacher at
their regular brick-and-mortar school, and using a consistent daily bell schedule to
facilitate learning both synchronously and asynchronously through the use of platforms
such as Canvas (a web-based learning management system) and Zoom (web conferencing
technology), as well as utilizing the same curriculum that was being used in brick-andmortar classrooms.
Equity: In this research, I use Milner’s (2015) definition of equity in education as “providing
students with what they need (and I would add deserve) to succeed, regardless of their
racial, ethnic, cultural, or socioeconomic background” (p. 34). Milner (2015) quotes
Secada (1989) in stating that “Equity gauges the results of actions directly against
standards of justice” (p. 34). The need to work toward equity acknowledges the historical
and current presence of inequity, which has to do with the unfair distribution of access
and opportunity across race, class, gender identity, sexual orientation, (dis)ability,
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language, and other factors (Equity Literacy Institute, 2018). Equity, which is concerned
with justice and takes individual and historical considerations into account, can involve
unequal distribution of ‘shares’ as “determined by need, effort expended, ability to pay,
results achieved, ascription to any group (Blanchard, 1986) or by resources and
opportunities available (Larkin & Staton, 2001)” (Espinoza, 2007, p. 346).
Identity: I understand the construct of identity to be an enabling constraint in this study. Drawing
on both critical and postmodern theories, my understanding of identity includes
considerations of intersectionality, how various discourses produce emerging
subjectivities, and how identities are multidimensional and shifting.
Practice: In this research, I build upon the Cambridge Dictionary (2020) definition of practice(s)
as “Action, rather than thought or ideas” (Cambridge University Press, 2020). Shulman
(1998) describes “practice” as “the skills and strategies of the profession,” pointing out
that “the field of practice is the place where professionals do their work” (p. 518).
References to practice(s) in this research refers to the application of ideas or concepts
through action(s) taken by the teacher, particularly in relation to teaching and learning
processes.
Urban schools: Acknowledging the varying ways this term has been used in the literature and
the criticisms of its use, I use the term urban in this study in line with Milner’s (2012)
description of an “urban emergent” category, which are schools located in large (but not
major) cities and which have many of the same characteristics and challenges as “urban
intensive” environments, including those related to “resources, qualifications of teachers,
and academic development of students” (p. 560).
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Chapter Summary
This chapter introduced the purpose and significance of this case study, and it described
the conceptual and theoretical frameworks that inform its design. In chapter two, I more deeply
explore the literature basis related to various equity-related pedagogies, and I provide an
overview of the types of practices found in studies across these pedagogies. I also describe the
literature basis for other key areas that inform this study, including student voice, critical and
poststructural perspectives on identity, and student learning in connection to equity-focused
pedagogies.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
My review of the literature revolves around literature connected with the key components
of the EFE framework I introduced in Chapter 1. I begin with a review of pedagogies connected
with equity and social justice goals, which have helped inform the EFE framework and are
related to its application. These pedagogies include culturally responsive teaching, culturally
relevant pedagogy, multicultural education, equity pedagogy, social justice teaching, and critical
pedagogy, among others. Next, I describe the literature behind the key themes related to the
practices used across these pedagogies, including practices related to pedagogy, curriculum,
family and community connections, and teacher commitment and learning. Finally, I expand
upon other components of the EFE framework used in this study to provide an overview of the
related literature, including student voice, the complexity of student identity, and student
learning in connection with equity-focused pedagogies.
Pedagogies Advancing Equity and Social Justice
A wide variety of terms have been used to provide frameworks for pedagogies and
theories that aim to address equity and social justice in education and to respond to diverse
student identities. Many of these terms have overlapping concepts and ideas, while also
containing differences or emphasizing certain ideas more strongly than others. For example, in
order to attend to issues around student cultural, racial, ethnic, and/or linguistic diversity,
scholars have used terms such as culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2000), culturally relevant
pedagogy (Ladson-Billings, 1995a), cultural sustaining pedagogy (Paris, 2012), and multicultural
education (Banks, 1995; Nieto, 2000). While these concepts are often theorized to attend to
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Table 1. Pedagogies/Frameworks Reviewed
Culturally Conscious Pedagogies
Multicultural Education
Culturally Relevant Pedagogy
Culturally Responsive Teaching
Culturally Sustaining Pedagogy
Social Justice Pedagogies

Social Justice Pedagogy (Social justice education,
Teaching for Social Justice, etc.)
Transformative Pedagogy

Critical Pedagogies

Critical Pedagogy
Critical Race Theory
Empowering Pedagogy
Humanizing Pedagogy
Critical Multiculturalism

Equity Pedagogies

Equity Pedagogy (Equity-Oriented Teaching, Equity
Education)
Equity Literacy

issues of diversity beyond culture, studies that use them often tend to focus primarily on
racial/ethnic/linguistic identities of students. Other terms shift the focus more directly to social
justice issues, such as social justice education (SJE), social justice pedagogy, and education (or
teaching) for social justice; and some terms use a critical theory basis to develop pedagogies
focused on empowerment, democracy, and challenging social inequalities (critical pedagogy,
critical multiculturalism, empowering pedagogy, critical race activism, etc.). Still other terms
center equity (equity pedagogy, equity-oriented teaching) or the context or students (community
responsive pedagogy, context-responsive teaching, student-centered pedagogy, etc.) while
remaining committed to equity and/or social justice concepts in their theoretical basis. Each of
these terms has its own deep and important body of literature, and this literature collectively has
contributed to the development of EFE as a framework for this study. I provide a review of these
pedagogies and theories in this section. Of note, the pedagogies reviewed here (see Table 1) are
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those which I found to be used in equity-focused empirical studies taking place in elementary
classrooms in the United States over the past ten years (Haraf et al., unpublished).
Culturally-Conscious Pedagogies. Many scholars have sought to develop
understandings of education that affirm and reflect students from a cultural lens. While these
pedagogies are often theorized with goals broader than cultural considerations to advance social
justice in a wider sense, the basis is generally students’ cultural, racial, ethnic, and/or linguistic
identities. These pedagogies/theories include multicultural education, intercultural education,
culturally responsive teaching, culturally relevant pedagogy, culturally sustaining pedagogy,
culturally appropriate pedagogy, culturally compatible pedagogy, culturally centered pedagogy,
culturally sensitive pedagogy, and culturally congruent pedagogy, among others. My
examination of the literature found three terms to be the most prevalently used within elementary
contexts in the United States: multicultural education, culturally relevant pedagogy, and
culturally responsive teaching. More recently, culturally sustaining pedagogy (Paris, 2012) has
gained increasing attention as a term used to place greater emphasis on supporting and sustaining
multiculturalism and multilingualism in today’s schools. Each of these is expanded upon below.
Multicultural education. The term ‘multicultural education’ has an extensive history and
a broad theoretical base, with varied and sometimes divergent aims. Banks’ (1995) five
dimensions of multicultural education have been widely used as a framework for researching and
teaching the theory and practice of multicultural education. These dimensions include (a) content
integration, (b) the knowledge construction process, (c) prejudice reduction, (d) an equity
pedagogy, and (e) an empowering school culture and social structure. Recognizing the varied
perspectives and practices around multicultural education, Nieto (2000) proposed a model of
multicultural education that contains four levels: tolerance (lowest level); acceptance; respect;
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and affirmation, solidarity and critique (highest level). According to Nieto (2000), multicultural
education supports students in critiquing accepted beliefs and current issues in order to reach
deeper, more critical understandings and to advance social justice and equity for all. Gorski
(2006), attempting to synthesize definitions of multicultural education based on the work of the
field’s leading scholars (whom he identified as Nieto [2000], Sleeter [1996], Grant [1998], and
Banks [2004]), identifies five key principles of multicultural education: (1) Securing social
justice for individuals and communities; (2) Reforming schools comprehensively; (3) Critically
analyzing systems of power and privilege; (4) Maintaining focus on underlying goal of
eliminating educational inequities; and (5) Improving education for all students.
Although the term itself points specifically to cultural diversity, multicultural education
has been used to encompass equity for various types of diversity (race, class, gender, dis/ability,
LGBTQ, etc.) (Grant, 2014). The National Association for Multicultural Education (NAME), for
example, states its commitment to being:
...Consciously and proactively inclusive of all areas of diversity including, but not
limited to race, ethnicity, color, national origin, sovereign tribal Nations status, ancestry,
gender identity and expression, sex, sexual orientation, religion, age, social class,
socioeconomic status, marital status, language, disability, or immigration status. (The
National Association for Multicultural Education, 2019)
It also states its belief that “the school curriculum must directly address issues of racism, sexism,
classism, linguicism, ableism, ageism, heterosexism, religious intolerance, and xenophobia” (The
National Association for Multicultural Education, 2019). Despite these varying aims and
interpretations of multicultural education, some scholars argue that the language of multicultural
education has too frequently become depoliticized in its use and that it fails to embody its
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original purpose aimed at advancing social justice in education, resulting in its decline in use
among scholars and researchers, many of whom now prefer to use different terms (Grant, 2016;
Gorski, 2006; Gorski, 2016).
Culturally Relevant Pedagogy. “Culturally relevant” teaching was introduced by
Ladson-Billings as an alternative to “assimilationist” teaching that dominated schools and
maintained an uncritical, unquestioning approach to teaching and learning (Ladson-Billings,
1992). Culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP) was advanced shortly after (Ladson-Billings, 1995a)
as a pedagogy aimed at helping students become “academically successful, culturally competent,
and socio-politically critical” (pp. 477-478). Rather than a set of fixed behaviors, CRP focuses
more on teacher posture and paradigm than on teacher practices (Aronson & Laughter, 2016),
and may incorporate a continuum of teaching behaviors (Ladson-Billings, 1995a). Described as a
pedagogy of opposition committed to collective empowerment, CRP is more than just ‘good
teaching’ (Ladson-Billings, 1995b). Teachers who enact CRP are critically conscious and able to
explore injustices from a critical perspective, including the role of the school in reproducing
unequal social systems, in order to empower students intellectually, socially, emotionally, and
politically using their cultural identities and background knowledge as an asset and key
component of the teaching-learning process. Howard (2003) argues CRP is extremely difficult or
even impossible without critical reflection, a process whereby teachers regularly and honestly
reflect on the “moral, political, and ethical contexts of teaching” to consider “issues pertaining to
equity, access, and social justice” and “how race, culture, and social class shape students’
thinking, learning, and various understandings of the world” (p. 197).
In a new addition described as a “remix” to CRP, Ladson-Billings (2014) emphasizes the
fluidity of the cultural experiences of students, pointing out that CRP’s concept of culture must
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acknowledge the variety and ongoing change within cultural groups rather than viewing cultural
relevancy as a static and straightforward endeavor. In this same article, Ladson-Billings (2014)
argues for pushing the boundaries of CRP toward a “new notion of culturally sustaining
pedagogy” (p. 81), which acknowledges the multiplicities of student identities and cultures and
considers the hybrid, complex nature of classrooms today. CRP, however, continues to be used
as a framework by researchers and educators (e.g., Brown, Boda, Lemmi, & Monroe, 2019;
Upadhyay, Maruyama, & Albrecht, 2017).
In a synthesis of research on culturally relevant pedagogy, Morrison, Robbins, and Rose
(2008) identified 45 classroom-based studies between 1995 and 2008 and analyzed how
culturally relevant pedagogy was operationalized in these classrooms. They found five categories
demonstrating how teachers supported their students academically in connection with CRP: (1)
modeling, scaffolding, and clarifying the challenging curriculum, (2) using students’ strengths as
instructional starting points, (3) investing and taking personal responsibility for students’
success, (4) creating and nurturing cooperative environments, and (5) high behavioral
expectations. In addition, they found teachers focused on developing students’ cultural
competence by (1) reshaping the prescribed curriculum, (2) building on students’ funds’ of
knowledge, and (3) encouraging relationships between schools and communities. Finally,
Morrison et al.’s (2008) review found teachers often tried to cultivate students’ critical
consciousness through (1) critical literacy practices (2) engaging students in social justice work,
(3) making the power dynamics of mainstream society explicit, and (4) sharing power in the
classroom. However, despite the researchers’ identification of many important themes, they also
discuss several conundrums that were raised. Morrison et al. (2008) explain:
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This synthesis revealed a research conundrum in that many of the studies were about
homogeneous, or nearly so, classes of students—all African American classes, all
Latino/a classes, and so forth. While the information conveyed in these studies is useful
for those teachers who teach in mostly homogeneous environments, the applicability to
more heterogeneous classrooms may be limited. While teachers should never teach all
students the same based on perceptions of culture or ethnicity, such a statement belies the
complex realities of heterogeneous classrooms. The research we reviewed did not fully
address how teachers successfully enact culturally relevant pedagogy when working with
a variety of populations. Future research should address how teachers enact culturally
relevant pedagogy in truly multicultural classrooms. (pp. 443-444).
In our more recent review, we examined studies exploring the advancement of equity/social
justice in elementary contexts between 2009 and 2019 (Haraf et al., unpublished). The studies
that explored culturally relevant pedagogy in this review also frequently focused on one
particular cultural group, or one particular subject area, a finding that extended beyond CRP and
was seen as a trend among other equity pedagogies as well. While there was a greater prevalence
of studies within classrooms containing student cultural and racial diversity than Morrison et al.
(2008) found a decade ago, issues of intersectionality and the multifaceted aspects of identity
remained largely ignored (Haraf et al., unpublished). Finally, some scholars express concern with
a heightened emphasis on culture when considering the advancement of equity, arguing that
culturally-conscious pedagogies may fail to move beyond affirmation of differences to actually
disrupt inequities and pursue social justice (Gorski, 2006, 2016; Tronya & Carrington, 2012).
Culturally Responsive Teaching. Culturally responsive teaching (CRT) is a term that is
attributed to Geneva Gay (2000), who defined it as “using the cultural knowledge, prior
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experiences, frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically diverse students to make
learning encounters more relevant to and effective for them” (p. 29). Gay (2002) advocated for
CRT in order to improve the academic success of ethnically diverse students by attending to the
five elements of CRT, which include: (1) Developing a cultural diversity knowledge base, (2)
designing culturally relevant curricula, (3) demonstrating cultural caring and building a learning
community, (4) effective communication with ethnically diverse students, and (5) cultural
congruity in instruction delivery.
Cultural responsiveness ensures that students are able to maintain their cultural identities
while also developing the knowledge and skills necessary for academic achievement and success
within mainstream culture (Siwatu, 2007). Within a CRT framework, educational experiences
should reflect and validate student cultural identities, building upon their assets and strengths in
order to make academic content relevant and accessible. CRT is validating, comprehensive,
multidimensional, empowering, transformative, and emancipatory (Gay, 2000), ensuring
students from diverse backgrounds are academically successful while also fostering their critical
thinking and sociopolitical consciousness (Dallavis, 2011). CRT has been theorized as having
three dimensions (Richards, Brown, & Forde, 2007; Taylor, 2010), including the institutional
(policies, leadership, school organization), personal (teachers’ cognitive and emotional
processes), and instructional (materials, strategies, and activities utilized).
Culturally Sustaining Pedagogy. Culturally sustaining pedagogy is a term that was
introduced by Paris (2012) as an alternative to the terms “culturally relevant” and “culturally
responsive” in order to place a heightened focus on fostering and sustaining the linguistic and
cultural pluralism that exists in today’s schools. Paris (2012) explains:
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Relevance and responsiveness do not guarantee in stance or meaning that one goal of an
educational program is to maintain heritage ways and to value cultural and linguistic
sharing across difference, to sustain and support bi- and multilingualism and bi- and
multiculturalism. (p. 95)
Culturally sustaining pedagogy offers a framework for recognizing and valuing the multiethnic
and multilinguistic assets of students across diverse groups, as well as acknowledging the
“dynamic, shifting, and ever-changing nature of cultural practices” (Paris, 2012, p. 95); and it
implies the responsibility of educational systems to support students in sustaining these assets.
As previously mentioned, Ladson-Billings (2014) agrees that culturally relevant pedagogy must
be pushed further toward Paris’s (2012) concept of culturally sustaining pedagogy in order to
incorporate the multiplicities of student identities and to embrace cultural fluidity.
Social Justice Pedagogies. “Social justice education” (SJE), “social justice teaching,”
“education (or teaching) for social justice,” and “social justice pedagogy” are all terms that have
been used to center social justice in education. Some scholars have argued that SJE and
multicultural education have overlapping goals and theoretical foundations, and ought to be
mutually associated with one another; while others highlight their conceptual distinctions and
differing priorities, or suggest teaching for social justice is a ‘reinvigorated version’ of
multicultural education (Cho, 2017). Sleeter (2015) describes four dimensions of social justice
teaching, which include: (1) situating families/communities within an analysis of structural
inequities; (2) developing relationships of reciprocity with students, families, and communities;
(3) building on students’ cultures, languages, experiences, and identities to teach to academically
high expectations; and (4) creating and teaching an inclusive curriculum that integrates
marginalized perspectives and explicitly addresses issues of inequity and power. Picower (2012)
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identifies six elements of social justice curriculum design for elementary classrooms, which
include learning about self-love and knowledge, learning about respect for others, exploring
issues of social injustice, learning about social movements and social change, raising awareness
among self and others, and engaging in social action. SJE emphasizes centralizing students’ lived
experiences and fostering critical perspectives, where education becomes a site for taking action
toward social change and for advancing goals toward creating a more equitable society (Wade,
2001; Picower, 2011).
“Transformative pedagogy” also uses SJE as its theoretical basis. Lynch and CurtnerSmith (2019) describe transformative pedagogy as focused on promoting students’ examination
of their beliefs and values, promoting understanding of others whose beliefs and values are
different from one’s own, and teaching students to become “critical consumers of physical
culture, examining who exercises power and has privilege and who does not, acting when they
recognize social injustice” (p. 2).
Critical Pedagogies. In this section, I describe pedagogical frameworks based in critical
theory that have connections to equity advancement in elementary contexts. These include
critical pedagogy, critical race theory, empowering pedagogy, humanizing pedagogy, and critical
multicultural education.
Critical Pedagogy. With roots in the work of theorists such as Paulo Freire, John Dewey,
and Henry Giroux, among others, critical pedagogy centralizes concepts such as liberation,
empowerment, and democracy within teaching and learning processes. It acknowledges the
influences of political, historical, cultural, and social forces on educational systems and
structures, and views education as a means for engaging in praxis in order to enact social change
and liberation for the oppressed (Kanpol, 1999; McLaren, 2015; Popkewitz & Fendler, 1999).
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McLaren (2015) points out, “Critical pedagogy does not, however, constitute a homogeneous set
of ideas. It is more accurate to say that critical theorists are united in their objectives: to empower
the powerless and transform existing social inequalities and injustices” (p. 122). By centralizing
dialogue, empowerment, and student voice, critical pedagogy allows students to develop critical
consciousness in order to analyze and address the problems they experience in their lives and to
challenge power structures that perpetuate inequities and injustices.
Critical Race Theory. Critical race theory draws attention to the perpetuation of racial
oppression and the necessity of advancing social justice in order to eliminate this oppression. It
aims to counter deficit views and to combat overt and subtle forms of racism that continue to be
perpetuated through dominant discourses and norms (Solórzano & Yosso, 2002). Critical race
theory posits that issues around race and racism must be at the center of conversations about
equity and justice; and it is focused on examining the way education plays a role in the
subordination of certain racial/ethnic groups (Solórzano & Yosso, 2001). Some researchers
connect their work to the concept of ‘critical race activism,’ (e.g., Coles-Ritchie & Smith, 2017),
aimed at uncovering racist policies and practices that exist in schools and engaging teachers in
professional development around the topics race and racism in education.
Empowering Pedagogy. Empowering pedagogy involves the creation of a collaboratively
empowering environment where teachers and students are able to critically inquire into
identities, power dynamics, and social realities (Kim & Slapac, 2015). Camp and Oesterreich
(2010) describe empowering pedagogy as connected to the negotiation of power, democracy, and
multiculturalism in the classroom, through which students are guided toward “a critical
consciousness of their world with the intention of fostering a sense of agency and democratic
empowerment” (p. 23). Described in conjunction with empowering multicultural education,
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democratic pedagogy, and critical pedagogy, empowering pedagogy positions students as critical
thinkers, active decision-makers, and key players in advancing social justice.
Humanizing Pedagogy. Humanizing pedagogy is committed to recognizing students as
humans first rather than objects to be receiving knowledge, and centralizes student-centered,
culturally responsive, academically rigorous approaches to teaching and learning (Bartolome,
1994). It also emphasizes strategic teaching, whereby students are empowered to monitor their
own thinking and learning in order to develop metacognition and reflective monitoring.
Bartolome (1994) connects the concept of humanizing pedagogy with ideas about anti-methods
pedagogy and the need to reclaim humanity so that schools can act as true cultural democratic
spaces. Huerta (2011) points out that teachers who embrace a humanizing pedagogy understand
the political, social, and historical contexts of their own and students’ lives, and they incorporate
students’ cultures and lives into the academic setting while simultaneously teaching them
“mainstream knowledge to enable students to fully participate in the dominant culture” (p. 39).
Critical Multiculturalism. DiAngelo and Sensoy (2010) define critical multicultural
education as “Those approaches within education programs that explicitly address relations of
inequitable power and how these relations manifest in schools (such as multicultural education,
social justice education, critical pedagogy, anti-colonial, feminist, and other anti-oppression
oriented courses)” (p. 97). Critical multiculturalism provides a means to integrate and advance
critical perspectives within dynamic, fluid understandings of culture and identity (May & Sleeter,
2010). Finding “liberal” multiculturalism to be inadequate because of its tendency to focus on
recognition or respect of cultural differences without deeper analyses of oppression and
institutionalized inequities in power (May & Sleeter, 2010), critical multiculturalism
“acknowledges students’ cultural backgrounds while avoiding essentialism . . . and maintains
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critical reflexivity between conceptualizations and practices, empowering students and teachers
to transform for social justice. To reach this vision, engaging with students' voices is an essential
pedagogical strategy” (Szelei, Tinoca, & Pinho, 2019, p. 177). Described as an extension of
‘traditional’ multicultural education, critical multicultural education aims to provide teachers and
students with the tools necessary to recognize connections between knowledge, power, and
oppression, and to address social injustices through the “micro universe of classrooms”
(Santamaría, 2014; Szelei et al., 2019).
Equity Pedagogy. Equity Pedagogy is one of the key components of multicultural
education developed by James Banks (1995), which is described as being enacted “when
teachers use techniques and methods that facilitate the academic achievement of students from
diverse racial, ethnic, and social-class groups” (p. 6), along with helping these students learn to
question and critique the paradigms and hegemonic characteristics of dominant society (Banks &
Banks, 1995). Other terms have also been used to describe equity in education processes,
including as “equity-oriented teaching,” “equity literacy” and “equity education.” Calling for a
shift toward a focus on equity, Gorski (2016) critiques the current “culture fetish” in education,
pointing out that the “cult of culture” often impedes progress toward the elimination of inequities
and the advancement of educational justice. Instead, he describes an equity literacy framework
which includes the ability to recognize, respond to, and redress equity efforts, and then to be able
to sustain these equity efforts in the face of resistance. Gorski (2016) describes his reluctance to
continue using the term ‘multicultural education’ or other terms related to culture, and poses a
question for consideration in regard to culturally conscious pedagogies:
If we embrace culturally relevant or culturally responsive pedagogy, do we practice it in
its intended form so we are responsive both to students’ unique individual cultures and to

41

students’ rights to equitable and just educational opportunity (Gay, 2015; LadsonBillings, 2014)? Do we have the equity literacy to know the difference? (p. 226)
Equity literacy, then, provides a framework for emphasizing considerations beyond primarily
culture as educators work toward equitable education.
In this section, I provided an overview of various pedagogies related to equity, social
justice, cultural-consciousness, and critical frameworks. Next, I describe the practices that have
been associated with these pedagogies in empirical studies taking place over the past decade
(Haraf et al., unpublished).
Practices across Pedagogies Advancing Equity
Our recent review of empirical studies exploring equity-related pedagogies (including
culturally responsive teaching, equity pedagogy, critical pedagogy, multicultural education, and
social justice pedagogy, among others) revealed several themes in practices used in connection
with equity advancement in elementary contexts (see Table 2) (Haraf et al., unpublished).
Although these studies varied in their enactment of practices and their degree of alignment with
the theoretical vision behind the term that was used, our review provided an overview of current
understandings and enactment of equity-focused pedagogies in elementary classrooms. As
Sleeter (1996) pointed out over two decades ago, when comparing and critiquing certain
concepts, “One must distinguish between an approach as formulated by its main theorists, and
superficial applications of it that one often finds in schools as well as in the literature” (p. 7).
Some of the empirical studies in the review could be interpreted as containing more superficial
applications of a concept or framework than others. However, looking collectively and broadly at
this literature across various pedagogies and frameworks also provided insight into the types of
practices educators are enacting and studying as they have equity-focused goals in elementary
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schools. The EFE framework builds upon the findings from this review to incorporate key
themes and to include additional areas that were missing from the empirical literature.
Table 2. EFE Practices from Critical Review
Practices Related to
a. Use of dialogue, discussion, and collaboration
Pedagogy
b. Flexibility and variation in learning structures and activities
c. Making learning relevant and personal
d. Humanizing approaches to learning and classroom
management
e. Student empowerment and choice
Practices Related to
Curriculum

a. Adding to official curriculum
b. Revising, amending, adjusting official curriculum
c. Student choice in curricular decisions

Practices Related to
Family and
Community
Connections

a. High teacher and school involvement
b. Bringing people into the school
c. Taking students outside of the school

Practices Related to
Teacher
Commitment

a. Ongoing teacher learning
b. Teacher initiative and agency

The four categories of practices identified in this review included: (1) Practices related to
pedagogy, (2) practices related to curriculum, (3) practices related to family and community
connections, and (4) practices related to teacher commitment . Each of these categories and its
themes are described in this section.
Practices Related to Pedagogy. Five types of practices related to pedagogy were found
to be commonly used in equity-focused classrooms. These included: (1) use of dialogue,
discussion, and collaboration; (2) flexibility and variation in learning structures and activities; (3)
making learning relevant and personal; (4) humanizing approaches toward learning and
classroom management; and (5) student empowerment and choice. First, teachers emphasized
dialogue, discussion, and collaboration with and among students in their teaching and learning
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practices (e.g., Katz, Inan, Tyson, Dixson, & Kang, 2010; Ullucci, 2011). This included the use
of conversational approaches and discussion-centered lessons or activities in order to elicit
student perspectives of the issues at hand (e.g., Michener, Sengupta-Irving, Proctor, &
Silverman, 2015). These approaches were especially evident as teachers guided students through
conversations about diversity or social justice issues (e.g., Damico & Hall, 2015). In addition,
teachers often arranged the physical space of the classroom to allow for dialogue and discussion,
whether through grouped desks, whole-group meeting spaces (e.g., carpet area), or collaborative
centers or stations around the classroom (e.g., Harper, 2017; Santamaría, 2009).
Next, a theme among pedagogical practices was the prevalence of flexibility and
variation in learning structures and activities. Rather than teacher-directed activities where
students were primarily doing the same thing at the same time, teachers frequently used
workshop-like formats that allowed students to work at their own pace and in different formats,
including whole group, small group, partner work, and individually (e.g., Huerta, 2011; Ullucci,
2011). The use of student inquiry or student-selected projects was common (e.g, Camp &
Oesterreich, 2010), and students moved around the classroom to different spaces and seating for
different types of activities (e.g., Harper, 2017). Flexibility was also seen in teachers’ decisionmaking about the length of time dedicated to various topics or tasks, allowing for responsiveness
and extended time to continue important conversations, topics, or activities if needed (e.g.,
Coles-Ritchie & Smith, 2017).
Third, teachers’ pedagogical practices consistently focused on making learning relevant
and personal to students’ lives. Teachers made intentional connections to students’ funds of
knowledge, home lives, native language(s), and experiences throughout teaching and learning
activities, and they facilitated reflection on and connections to personal and family histories (e.g.,
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Michener et al., 2015; Orosco & Abdulrahim, 2017; Rodríguez, 2018). They encouraged
students’ use of their native language in the classroom, and sometimes sought to learn some of
students’ native language themselves to incorporate into teaching and learning (e.g., ColesRitchie & Smith, 2017; Huerta, 2011; Woodard, Vaughan, & Machado, 2017). It was common
for students’ lives and identities to be reflected in the classroom set-up and design, as well, such
as displayed pictures of students and their families or the display of projects that incorporated
students’ identities or lives (e.g., Katz et al., 2010; Santamaría, 2009; Wiens, 2015); and
materials used in instruction often reflected students’ identities, interests, and experiences (e.g.,
NBA website for literacy instruction; environmental print for phonics instruction, etc.) (e.g.,
Huerta, 2011; Woodard et al., 2017).
A fourth theme among pedagogical practices was teachers’ use of humanizing
approaches to learning and classroom management. The importance of building relationships
with students and using an ethic of care was often emphasized, where getting to know students
deeply and caring about them as individuals was an ongoing priority (e.g., Bonner & Adams,
2012; Zhang-Wu, 2017; Essien, 2017; Jackson, 2013, etc.). Teachers used community building
and class meetings to strengthen relationships and as a space for social-emotional development;
and teachers learned all student names, including correct pronunciations, and expressed genuine
interest in students’ lives. Behavior management practices included a “warm demander”
approach (Bondy, Ross, Hambacher, & Acosta, 2013), restorative practices, and/or student-led
discipline (e.g., Essien, 2017; Lynch & Curtner-Smith, 2019).
Finally, student empowerment and choice were found to be commonly used by teachers
in the studies included in this review. The boundaries between teacher and student were
sometimes blurred, where students were given opportunities to co-teach or where teachers were
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positioned as learners (e.g., Camp & Oesterreich 2010; Harper, 2017). Students were also often
given choices about how to spend their time or the focus of their academic work, such as through
inquiry projects, interest-based projects, or social justice activism projects; and they were given
decision-making power and space to respond to the issues and topics that they felt were
important.
Practices Related to Curriculum. Three themes were found in relation to curricular
practices in equity-focused classrooms: (1) Adding to the “official” curriculum; (2) Revising,
amending, or adjusting the “official” curriculum; and (3) Student choice in curricular decisions.
First, teachers added to the “official” (mandated and/or school-adopted) curriculum in various
ways in order to reflect student identities, to represent diversity beyond the classroom/school, to
intentionally disrupt stereotypes, or to teach explicitly about social justice issues (e.g., Chin,
2016; Huerta, 2011; Sarraj, Bene, & Burley, 2015; Ullucci, 2009). They added
bilingual/multilingual resources, dictionaries, and books to the curriculum, and sometimes taught
introductory lessons in students’ native languages (e.g., Camp & Oesterreich 2010; Durden et al.,
2015; Orosco & Abdulrahim, 2017; Santamaría, 2009; Zhang-Wu, 2017). Teachers also added
songs, stories, poems, books, riddles, etc. from students’ cultures to teach academic content,
and/or added other nontraditional texts/resources to the curriculum, such as websites, music,
cultural documents, documentaries, etc. to make the curriculum more relevant, accessible, and
meaningful to students’ lives (e.g, Coles-Ritchie & Smith, 2017; Huerta, 2011; Woodard et al.,
2017; Xu, Coats, & Davidson, 2012). Teachers sometimes re-wrote aspects of the curriculum or
developed their own locally-based curriculum, lessons, or units (e.g., Ngai & Koehn, 2010;
Picower, 2011; Valenzuela, 2017).
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Similarly, a second theme was the revision or amendment of the official curriculum as
teachers were found to regularly adjust or replace aspects of their curriculum to be more
responsive to students’ identities and lives or to integrate diversity and social justice issues.
There was often a lack of reliance on or non-use of textbooks, and when they were used they
were modified or used in flexible ways (e.g., Huerta, 2011; Ullucci, 2011). For example, teachers
made revisions to incorporate student names/interests into problems, materials, activities; or they
replaced one mentor text with another that they selected based on their students or equityoriented goals (e.g., Jackson, 2013; Rodríguez, 2018; Sarraj et al., 2015). They sometimes
modified curriculum expectations to centralize communication of ideas rather than “correct”
English (Woodard et al., 2017), or used slang alongside textbook definitions and technical terms
to teach new vocabulary (Xu et al., 2012). Teachers also altered or ignored parts of the
curriculum in order to respond to current events or issues, or to make space for addressing socialemotional, social justice, or diversity issues (Damico & Hall, 2015; Lynch & Curtner-Smith,
2019; Ullucci, 2009; Woodard et al., 2017). Some studies described ways that teachers
“camouflaged” their social justice teaching in unsupportive environments by integrating the
content into the mandated curriculum through use of supplementary materials and other lesson
“extensions” (Picower, 2011).
Finally, in connection with a theme in pedagogical practices, student choice was often a
component of curricular decisions in these studies. For example, students often had a say in the
materials, resources, and/or topics that were used, or they selected the focus of projects or
content based on loose guidelines from the teacher (Santamaría, 2009; Ullucci, 2011). Student
choice often led to the selection of projects or content based on students’ interests, home
experiences, or issues in their lives (Durden et al., 2015; Essien, 2017; May, 2010). In other
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cases, teachers consulted students to determine what content they wanted to learn within a
particular topic or unit; or they had students vote to determine the focus of particular lessons or
units (e.g., Camp & Oesterreich 2010; Upadhyay et al., 2017; Xu et al., 2012).
Practices Related to Family and Community Connections. Several practices related to
family and community connections are also commonly used by teachers in equity-focused
classrooms: (1) High teacher and school involvement with families and the community, (2)
Bringing family or community members into the school, and (3) Taking students outside of
school. First, teachers and the school as a whole sought heavy involvement with families and the
community. This included frequent, multifaceted, and open communication with families, in
their native language if necessary; and responsiveness to the needs of students and families
beyond student learning (e.g., Essien, 2017; Orosco & O’Connor, 2014; Reyes & Garcia, 2014;
Scanlan, 2009). Some schools offered classes or programs for families, such as GED preparation,
English as a second language classes, or content-specific sessions to help families support
students’ current areas of focus in school (e.g., Bonner & Adams, 2012; Reyes & Garcia, 2014).
Teachers were often intentionally present in the community, such as going to community events,
students’ after school activities, or visiting families at home (e.g., Jackson, 2013; Xu et al.,
2012).
Next, family and community members were often positioned as educators themselves and
invited into classrooms to present, teach, co-teach, share, or facilitate activities with students.
They were also invited to volunteer or support the school in various ways, resulting in the
common presence of family/community members in the school (e.g., Harper, 2017; Katz et al.,
2010; Xu et al., 2012). Teachers sometimes deliberately recruited “diverse” volunteers or
presenters into the classroom, or partnered with local community members (e.g., tribal elders
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from nearby reservation) (Ngai & Koehn, 2010; Santamaría, 2009) to co-plan instruction or to
have them teach and share stories. Parent organizations, programs, or centers were sometimes
created at schools; and some schools extended communications to multiple members of students’
families (aunts, uncles, grandparents) and invited them to school events or programs (e.g., Reyes
& Garcia, 2014).
Finally, a common practice was taking students out of the school building for various
learning experiences. For example, teachers took students on different types of field trips, such
as to parents’ workplaces, to explore aspects of the neighborhood or community, or to local
cultural or historical sites (e.g., nearby reservation) (e.g., Huerta, 2011; Katz et al., 2010; Xu et
al., 2012).
Practices Related to Teacher Commitment. Two themes related to teacher
commitment were identified in equity-focused classrooms: ongoing teaching learning, and
teacher initiative and agency. Across studies examining equity issues in elementary contexts,
teachers demonstrated a commitment to ongoing learning in various ways. They engaged in
reflection, sought to develop self-awareness, and maintained a willingness to change (e.g.,
Bonner & Adams, 2012; Jackson, 2013). For example, some teachers used video recorded
themselves teaching to analyze their own habits, biases, or areas in need of improvement (e.g.,
Kelly-McHale, 2019). Others engaged in professional development or created learning
communities focused on honest discussion about or inquiry around social justice issues,
culturally responsive teaching, etc. (Brown et al., 2019; Glover & Harris, 2016; Johnson &
Fargo, 2014; Picower, 2011). Schools sometimes helped facilitate equity coaching or equity
audits; or they engaged in data analysis processes through an equity lens by intentionally
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identifying gaps in performance within specific subgroups and developing plans to prioritize the
closing of these gaps (e.g., Blaisdell, 2018; Santamaría, 2014).
Second, teachers and educators across these studies acted as agents of change and took
initiative in ways that were not expected or required of them. This theme is evidenced by many
of the previous themes, such as teachers’ initiative in adding to or revising the mandated
curriculum, engaging with students’ families and the community, and prioritizing their own
learning. Teachers often spent extra time collaborating with others around the enactment of
equitable teaching practices or sustaining professional support systems and “safe haven”
networks to ensure their own support and growth (e.g., Coles-Ritchie & Smith, 2017; Glover &
Harris, 2016). They sometimes wrote grants to acquire the resources they needed (e.g., Reyes &
Garcia, 2014; Siekmann, Webster, Samson, & Moses, 2017), took the initiative to learn words or
phrases in students’ native languages (e.g., Coles-Ritchie & Smith, 2017), or took extra measures
to ensure that important social justice issues were integrated into their curriculum (Damico &
Hall, 2015; Ullucci, 2009). When they felt it was necessary, some teachers openly rejected
policies, voiced their dissent, or went public with concerns to advocate for students and families
(e.g., Picower, 2011).
Each of the categories of practices that I have described are included within the EFE
framework as important components for advancing equity in education. These include practices
related to pedagogy, practices related to curriculum, practices related to family and community
connections, and practices related to teacher commitment. In the final section of this chapter, I
provide an overview of important literature related to three additional areas of the EFE
framework, including student voice, the complexity of student identity, and student learning in
connection with equity-focused pedagogies. These three areas represent gaps in the empirical
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literature basis around equity-related pedagogies in elementary contexts over the past decade,
and I have included them in the EFE framework in order to draw attention to the importance of
addressing them in this type of research.
EFE Components Addressing Gaps in the Literature
Student Voice. Student voice as it is conceptualized within the EFE framework assumes
a broader definition than simply that which students say. Attention to the “voice” of a particular
group indicates their “having a legitimate perspective and opinion, being present and taking part,
and/or having an active role ‘in decisions about and implementation of educational policies and
practice’ (Holdsworth, 2000, p. 355)” (Cook-Sather, 2006, p. 362). Like Robinson and Taylor
(2007), I conceptualize student voice to span language, dialect, tone, accent, and style, and to
include “the many ways in which pupils choose to express their feelings or views about any
aspect of their school experience” and anything that “gives insight into the metaphorical
perspectives and worldviews that the individual inhabits” (p. 6). These are an important
consideration within the context of this research with elementary students. While people at any
age may have different capacities to describe and represent ideas, thoughts, and understandings,
children in particular do not typically have the same language abilities (vocabulary, written
language, etc.) as adults more commonly do to be made intelligible. Murris (2017) explains,
“Language has become an epistemic tool to have power over less-fully humans and more-thanhumans” (p. 532). To challenge the privileging of language in “voice,” I use an understanding of
student voice that permits different ways of understanding/expressing student voices, such as
through oral language, written language, drawing/visual art, movement, expression, poetry,
engagement with matter, and silences, among other possibilities. In addition, the term ‘student
voice’ can be problematic if it is assumed to suggest one ‘collective’ student voice or to imply
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that all students in a group have shared perspectives. Acknowledging this, I highlight my use of
this term in a way that recognizes the wide range of voices that are always partial and incomplete
when grouped collectively, while still offering possibilities for producing knowledge and
contributing to understandings of students’ meaning-making, perspectives, and experiences.
Various studies related to EFE principles have noted the ways that teachers seeking to
advance equity and social justice work often center dialogue, discussion, student choice, and
student perspectives in their classrooms. For example, reflecting Ladson-Billings’ (1995b)
conception of CRP as a means of empowering students, Morrison et al. (2008) found in their
review of CRP studies a theme of “sharing power in the classroom,” whereby teachers regularly
involved students in decision-making processes and consulted their perspectives about the
curriculum, assessment methods, syllabi development, and other classroom activities. However,
student voice cannot be fully encompassed through dialogue and power-sharing in the classroom.
Aside from the limitations of language (discussed below) and questions about whose voice(s) are
being heard, by whom, and how, a key component of student voice work is change and
transformation in response to their voices (Robinson & Taylor, 2007), including in spaces
beyond classrooms such as schools, districts, communities, and policies.
In addition, although there are teachers engaging in democratic practices and prioritizing
student voices across different school contexts, the pressures placed on urban schools struggling
to meet accountability measures often lead to an emphasis on developing students’ test-taking
skills and other low-level academic content knowledge through pedagogical practices that rarely
require or request student input or voice. Teachers placed under strict accountability measures
become less likely to consult students in classroom decisions. Morrison et al. (2008) explain:
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When teachers are under strong pressure to conform to the standardized curriculum in
order to prepare their students for standardized tests, the natural inclination is for them to
steer away from allowing their students more voice and choice in the classroom.
Paradoxically, by disallowing real student involvement in the curriculum, the result is
that the students are disengaged and alienated from their own schooling and often do not
succeed at high levels on the standardized tests. (p. 444)
Similarly, outside of classroom spaces themselves, students are far less likely to be consulted,
such as in schools more broadly, research, communities, and policy-making. Alonso, Anderson,
Su, & Theoharis (2009) argue, “Scholars and journalists convinced of the indifference of urban
students to school have not really listened to students [emphasis added]” (p. 83); and they decry
“the absence of youth voices in the public discourse and the skewed nature of the public
conversation around urban education” (p. 6). Describing a student attempting to speak to policymakers but feeling unheard, Alonso et al. (2009) quote the student: “Please. You keep staring at
your piece of paper and referring to questionable ‘data.’ Please look up and listen to us. We’re
sitting in front of you. We are the data [emphasis added]” (Alonso et al., 2009, p. 30). They
argue that scholars, journalists, and others reporting on urban students often fail to actually listen
to students themselves, suggesting a need for greater attention to be placed on regularly pursuing
and listening to students’ perspectives, experiences, ideas, and feelings about their education.
Elementary Student Voice. The lack of student voice in education and research is even
more profound when students are at the elementary level, despite calls for consideration of these
voices. For example, Cook-Sather (2006) asserts that “…young people have unique perspectives
on learning, teaching, and schooling; that their insights warrant not only the attention but also the
responses of adults; and that they should be afforded opportunities to actively shape their
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education” (p. 359). In arguing for greater participation by children in student voice work,
Robinson and Taylor (2007) point out the lack of rights children have in comparison to most
other groups. As a result, “[Children’s] voices and needs have been, and still are, almost
completely absent from the debates, policies, and legislative practices that are constructed in
terms of their needs” (Robinson & Taylor, 2007, p. 11). The voices of elementary students are
often overlooked or considered trivial, with either intentional or unintentional assumptions that
they are too young/immature/naïve/unaware to offer significant contributions or insight into their
school experiences and needs.
Children are often regarded through a deficit lens, viewed as individuals who are lacking
maturity, knowledge, and awareness, and who are in need of much progress and development
before they become legitimate, “fully human” members of society as adults. Murris (2017)
explains, “Dominant educational discourses and material practices position child as a lesser
human being, marginalised and excluded . . . For decades, scholars in childhood studies and early
childhood education have argued that the normative knowing subject is assumed to be of a
particular age (adult)” (p. 532). However, drawing on Barad (2007) and Deleuze and Guattari
(1987), Murris (2017) challenges language as the primary knowledge-producing tool and argues
for a disruption of the childhood/adulthood binary (and therefore a disruption of power),
positioning children not as “unfinished adults” but as “fully human” in their knowing, being, and
doing. Because children (among many other groups) do not have access to linguistic tools in the
same way that (normative conceptions of) adults do, pursuing the voices of children must be
approached through means and methods beyond language, with broader conceptions of what
knowledge really is and how it is produced (Murris, 2017).
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“Student Voice” Critique and Limitations. Despite these acknowledgements and
definitions, any research including participant voice work has limitations and restraints. Voice
work in qualitative research often “assumes that voice makes present the truth and reflects the
meaning of an experience that has already happened,” and researchers tend to “seek voice which
we can easily name, categorize, and respond to” (Mazzei & Jackson, 2009, p. 4). However, such
perceptions of voice work fail to acknowledge that whether due to power dynamics, participant
levels of comfort, participant abilities to express their voices through the means available, or
other factors, the production of “voice” data and its representation in research is always partial
and situated; and a researcher’s attempt at enabling or “collecting” the expression of student
voices is always problematic in some ways (Ellsworth, 1989). Despite our most thorough efforts,
all student voices cannot fully be heard or described within research; some will always be
overlooked, misunderstood, misinterpreted, distorted, decontextualized, or set aside in the pursuit
of themes, trends, or different areas of foci. However, acknowledging the limits and instability
of voice, researchers can place attention on seeking “the voice that escapes easy classification
and that does not make easy sense…not a voice that is normative, but one that is transgressive”
(Mazzei & Jackson, 2009, p. 4). In this study, I aim to pay attention to both common themes and
departures from the norm or inconsistencies in the data (Jackson & Mazzei, 2011). However, I
acknowledge these unavoidable limitations in my attempts to “hear” or produce understandings
of the voices of students, noting the inevitable privileging of my own voice as the author of this
research.
In addition, as Limes-Taylor Henderson and Esposito (2019) point out, researchers who
aim to “give” voice to members of a marginalized group often have made this decision
themselves rather than being asked to do so by their participants. Despite our positive intentions
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of working toward empowerment and justice-centered change, we researchers are also doing our
work for our own gain; and we perpetuate the oppressive power of institutions like universities
when our work aimed at “giving voice” to “marginalized groups” is used for our own purposes
and advances. In reality, we cannot “give” voice to anyone, and we must be cautious that we
have carefully considered the ethical implications of “voice” work and any research on
“silenced” groups, including working to ensure that we as researchers are not the only ones who
receive benefits from such work. As Limes-Taylor Henderson and Esposito (2019) call for, I will
employ an ethic of humility in this work and attempt to work with rather than on my participants,
while simultaneously acknowledging my inclusion of student and teacher voices into this work is
necessarily limited and partial.
Dimensions of Student Identity. Educators and scholars alike are increasingly pointing
out the importance of expanded considerations of student identity. For example, a recently
revised set of Multicultural Guidelines within the field of psychology describes identity:
Identity develops across contexts and time and is shaped by cultural influences including
age, generation, gender, ethnicity, race, religion, spirituality, language, sexual orientation,
gender identity, social class, education, employment, ability status, national origin,
immigration status, and historical as well as ongoing experiences of marginalization,
among other variables. . . . Identity development is dynamic and fluid, influenced by
structural and interpersonal factors that may either constrain or expand possibilities for
the expression of various experiences. (Clauss-Ehlers, Chiriboga, Hunter, Roysircar, &
Tummala-Narra, 2019, p. 235)
Similarly, in the K-12 educational context, Teaching Tolerance recently released a set of “social
justice standards” that provide learning outcomes for students focused on making schools more
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equitable and safe. One of the standards states, “Students will recognize that people’s multiple
identities interact and create unique and complex individuals” (Social Justice Standards, 2016).
Despite this attention to expanded conceptions of identity, recent studies focused on
equity-related pedagogies in elementary contexts often maintain narrow, singular understandings
of students. These studies consistently neglect attention to the multidimensional and evolving
nature of identity as students engage within their own social, political, material, historical, and
societal contexts (Haraf et al., unpublished). Drawing attention to the need to address this gap in
the literature, EFE rests on the foundation of a commitment to advancing equity for widely
diverse social categories and to using a lens of identity complexity to understand students. This
includes attention to the ways identities may be fluid and emerging, and to the ways different
“categories” of identity face inequality or oppression in society. Importantly, I avoid arranging
these identity categories in any type of order of importance, while simultaneously
acknowledging that some areas of oppression are more significant and in greater need of
attention than others and that this may vary according to context. The EFE framework asserts
that schools and educators must seek to understand and affirm the dimensions of identity that
students may hold, particularly those which may be sites of marginalization or oppression; and
that contextual factors play a key role in determining areas of emphasis in terms of historical
content, current issues, and activism projects. Critical and poststructural perspectives offer
important considerations related to identity, which may inform an identity complexity lens in
work using the EFE framework. Intersectionality, identities-becoming, and emerging
subjectivities as ways of thinking about student identity are discussed below.
Intersectionality. Intersectionality is a term originally put forth by Crenshaw (1989),
building upon critical race studies, to draw attention to the oppression that can be experienced at
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the intersection between race and gender, particularly for Black women. As a concept itself, it
had already been attended to in various ways and by various scholars, but the term
intersectionality “provided a name to a pre-existing theoretical and political commitment” (Nash,
2008, p. 3). Intersectionality highlights the multidimensionality of individuals and their lived
experiences. It recognizes the ways that subjectivities are formed by intersections between and
across various identity categories, particularly when those identity categories are connected with
historical or societal oppression. Although scholars continue to use the term in different ways
(Phoenix & Pattynama, 2006), intersectionality as a concept has been expanded by many to
include any aspects of identity that are marginalized, including race, gender, sexuality, class,
ableness, etc. (Nash, 2008).
Discussions of intersectionality have included various questions and criticisms. For
example, many problematize the use of identity categories within intersectionality research.
Phoenix and Pattynama (2006) explain, “The axes of differences cannot be isolated and any
project that strives to encompass a situated subject is necessarily incomplete. Moreover, the
question of who defines when, where and why differences are operative is often not addressed”
(p. 190). McCall (2005) also writes about the “complexity of intersectionality,” describing
anticategorical, intracategorical, and intercategorical intersectionality, and highlighting the
tensions within social and identity categorization. Her work draws attention to the way
intersectionality research can involve a focus on complexities across analytical categories, within
social groups or social categories, or a combination of both.
Some scholars have debated whether intersectionality pertains only to those with
intersecting marginalized subjectivities, or if it can be conceptualized as generalized identity
theory that can help explore the complexity of all identities, whether intersections contains
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aspects of privilege or marginalization. Others suggest that it can be applied to individuals with
only one particular socially disadvantaged position (e.g., women), regardless of other
subjectivities held by that person. However, the majority of scholarship maintains a focus on
intersectionality as a theory for highlighting the multiple oppressions experienced by people with
intersecting marginalized identities (Nash, 2008). Despite these differences, intersectionality
provides a framework for understanding identity formation, intersecting oppressions, and the
tension between individuality and group membership. Phoenix and Pattynama (2006) describe
what intersectionality has come to be as “as a handy catchall phrase that aims to make visible the
multiple positioning that constitutes everyday life and the power relations that are central to it”
(p. 187). Similarly, Nash (2008) explains:
Intersectionality aspires to provide a vocabulary to respond to critiques of identity
politics. While liberal critiques of identity politics criticize its failure to transcend
difference, Crenshaw argues that the real problem of identity politics is that it elides
intra-group difference, a problem that intersectionality purports to solve by exposing
differences within the broad categories of ‘women’ and ‘blacks’, and serving as a force
for ‘…mediating the tension between assertions of multiple identity and the ongoing
necessity of group politics’ (Crenshaw, 1991: 1296)” (Nash, 2008, p. 2).
Considerations of student intersectionality have been largely overlooked in the empirical
literature pertaining to equity-focused pedagogies in elementary contexts. In a recent review of
the literature, we found this to be a key area of silence in studies that explored equity pedagogies
in elementary classrooms (Haraf et al., unpublished). To understand the literature context more
broadly, I searched the in the databases ERIC and Education Source for peer-reviewed articles
containing the terms “intersectionality” and “Elementary or ‘primary school’ or ‘grade school’ or
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‘K-5’ or ‘K-6 or ‘childhood education’” in the abstract, with no timeframe limitations. This
search resulted in only 13 unique articles. Of these, only four explored elementary students’
intersectionality. Most articles focused on adults as sites of intersectionality, such as studying
teachers, teacher candidates, undergraduates, or adults’ former experiences as children. Others
engaged in research about teaching college students about intersectionality, or teaching
elementary students to view a historical event through the lens of intersectionality. Three of the
four articles that focused on elementary students’ intersectional identities attended to specific,
researcher-selected intersections: ethnicity and gender (Kim & Calzada, 2019), race, language,
and dis/ability (Martínez-Álvarez, 2019), language and dis/ability (Kangas, 2017). One article
broadened explorations of intersectionality by examining discrimination toward Muslim children
at intersections between religion and race, culture, language, immigrant status, and national
identity (Welply, 2018).
The general absence of intersectionality considerations in research taking place in
elementary education is not isolated to this particular body of research alone. As the concept of
intersectionality has continued receiving increasing attention, approaches to apply or integrate
this concept in the research process were slower to develop. In 2005, McCall asserted, “There
has been little discussion of how to study intersectionality, that is, of its methodology” (p. 1771,
emphasis in original). She responds to this need by describing three approaches to the study of
intersectionality, which fall on a continuum between the rejection of identity categories and the
strategic use of identity categories. Others have followed in discussions about the methodology
of studying intersectionality and conducting intersectional analyses. Davis (2014), for example,
describes several strategies that are intended “not as a recipe,” but to “tantalize scholars to raise
new questions, engage reflexively and critically with previously held assumptions, and explore
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unchartered territory” (p. 27). These strategies for intersectional analyses provide an additional
example of how researchers might use intersectionality theory within their research. However,
despite this more recent attention to the methodology of intersectionality, its application to
empirical studies in elementary contexts remains scarce.
The complexity of intersectionality and the types of analyses it invites are extensive. My
review of the literature indicates that considerations of elementary students through the lens of
intersectionality is a gap in need of more research and attention, particularly within research
related to equity and social justice teaching.
Emerging Subjectivities and Identities-Becoming. Discussions of intersectionality often
problematize the use of identity categories, pointing out the tensions between acknowledging the
collective experiences of social categories and essentializing these groups. While the value of
using intersectionality theory and social group categories is evident in its ability to draw attention
to “relationships of inequality among social groups and changing configurations of inequality
along multiple and conflicting dimensions” (McCall, 2005, p. 1773), this study also considers
how poststructural perspectives might open up possibilities for understanding student identity in
new or different ways. In addition to disrupting the adult/child binary (see “Student Voice”
section), some poststructural thinkers work with the concepts of emerging subjectivities or
identities-becoming, assuming ‘identity’ to be emerging and shifting, continually re-negotiated
and re-understood through different discourses and engagement with different entities. Butler
(1996), for example, explains that people become subjects through repetition, and the repetition
of performative acts produces and reproduces subjectivities. She describes identity categories as
“sites of necessary trouble” (Butler, 1996, p. 372), pointing out their inability to fully contain or
regulate what that category means or entails. As identity categories seek to produce and regulate
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normative conceptions of what it means to hold that identity, an individual’s subjectivities are
made and unmade as they negotiate with various discourses, power relations, and cultural and
material conditions. The concept of becoming is also a key theme in the work of Deleuze and
Guattari (1987), who describe becoming not as linear, but as an ongoing, fluid, asymmetrical
process that produces destabilization and change. It is a “state of being in-between” (Jackson,
2010, p. 581) that exists outside of dualisms to create newness.
Gannon and Davies (2012) describe subjectivity as an “ongoing construction taking place
through an ongoing process of subjectification” (p. 74). They explain: “In contrast to the
humanist individualistic and essentialist version of identity, post-structuralism proposes a
subjectivity that is not the property of any one of us but that is ‘precarious, contradictory, and in
process, constantly being reconstituted in discourse each time we speak’ (Weedon, 1987/1997, p.
32)” (Gannon & Davies, 2012, p. 74). Rather than understanding student identities as fixed,
categorically independent, or developing on an individual basis, a view of student subjectivities
recognizes how students construct/are constructed to have “shifting and mobile” identities based
on their experiences, interactions, and relationships with people, matter, and discourses, and
“according to race, gender, class, ability and the ways in which they are positioned and position
themselves (Walkerdine, 1997, 1998).” (Kuby & Vaughn, 2015, p. 436).
Moving beyond essentialized or static understandings of student identities and instead
acknowledging the complexity of identity is an essential component of the EFE framework used
in this study. Both poststructural and critical perspectives prompt considerations of identity that
expand how identity has been conceptualized in recent empirical literature in this area. Lensing
identity through considerations of intersectional sites of oppression, students’ emerging
subjectivities, and identities-becoming will inform our thinking as this study unfolds.
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Student Learning. Many equity-focused pedagogies include some form of commitment
to student learning or academic achievement as a component of the framework. For example, one
of the three major domains of culturally responsive pedagogy as developed by Ladson-Billings is
student achievement, which she describes as “the intellectual growth that students experience as
a result of classroom instruction and learning experiences” (Ladson-Billings, 2014, p. 75).
Similarly, Banks’ (1995) conception of multicultural education includes the component of an
equity pedagogy in which “…teachers modify their teaching in ways that will facilitate the
academic achievement of students from diverse racial, ethnic, cultural, and gender group” (p.
392); and critical pedagogies, while resisting dominant understandings of knowledge and
learning, call for learning that is “relevant, critical, and transformative” (McLaren, 2015, p. 153),
linked to social reform and involving ongoing inquiry and critique. However, despite the various
ways that scholars and theorists envision connections between student learning and a particular
pedagogy or framework, evidence or attention to this learning remains scarce in the empirical
literature.
For example, in a review of classroom-based studies using culturally responsive
pedagogy between 1995 and 2006, Morrison et al. (2008) found various examples of high
academic expectations in these classrooms, such as modeling, scaffolding, and clarifying the
challenging curriculum, investing and taking personal responsibility for student success, and
creating nurturing and cooperative environments. However, while student learning might be
implied as emerging from these expectations, evidence or description of the learning that resulted
was not found to be present in this review. Likewise, our recent review of the empirical literature
exploring equity-focused pedagogies in elementary contexts over a ten-year period (2009-2019)
found a clear absence of claims related to student learning (Haraf et al., unpublished). Although
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there were descriptions where student learning may be implied or assumed, this topic is one that
is in need of greater attention in empirical studies.
In considerations of student learning, the questions arise: Learning what? Measuring
learning how? Student learning is far more complex than what can be measured using
standardized assessments. Dominant practices for assessing student learning typically focus on
evaluating students’ skills and content knowledge in two or three subject areas (e.g.,
mathematics, language arts, science) that have been deemed important by our neoliberal society
and dominant conceptions of what types of learning are most important; and it is knowledge that
can be “measured and quantified” and used to “sort, regulate, and control students” (McLaren,
2015, p. 134). In addition to the narrow focus of these assessments, they also typically include
narrow ways of demonstrating learning (e.g., multiple choice, writing, individually completed),
failing to consider other ways of demonstrating knowledge and learning. McLaren (2015) points
out, “The curriculum favors certain forms of knowledge over others and affirms the dreams,
desires, and values of select groups of students over other groups, often discriminatorily on the
basis of race, class, and gender” (p. 147).
Broader and different conceptions of learning are emphasized in critical theoretical
perspectives, and these conceptions of learning are integral to the ‘student learning’ component
of the EFE framework. Considerations of learning ought to include knowledge of oneself and
one’s family histories, knowledge of social justice issues, knowledge of ways for engaging in
activism efforts, knowledge of diverse peoples and histories, knowledge through experience, and
other funds of knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) that are not typically privileged in school contexts.
In addition, ways of understanding this learning can be flexible and diverse, including through
speaking, writing, arts, music, poetry, theater, and multimedia approaches, among others.
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Within this resistance to reliance on only dominant measures of student achievement,
however, educators cannot entirely ignore the fact that knowledge of traditional academic
subjects remains a part of schools as they currently exist and are assessed, and students’ learning
of this content ought to be taken into consideration as well. Ladson-Billings (1995a) explains:
Whether or not scholars can agree on the significance of standardized tests, their meaning
in the real world serves to rank and characterize both schools and individuals. Thus,
teachers in urban schools are compelled to demonstrate that their students can achieve
literacy and numeracy (Delpit, 1992). No matter how good a fit develops between home
and school culture, students must achieve. No theory of pedagogy can escape this reality.
(p. 475).
Such measures of student achievement, then, can be understood as one of many ways of
understanding a type of knowledge students are acquiring in school, without diminishing the
importance of other types of knowledge that are not assessed through standardized measures but
that are equally (if not more) important and valid.
Distance Learning
Various terms have been used to describe learning that takes place outside of a
traditional, brick-and-mortar classroom, including distance learning, e-Learning/eLearning,
online learning, and virtual learning, among others. Inconsistencies regarding definitions of and
distinctions between these terms persist, with interchangeable use in some cases and clearly
articulated differences in others (Moore, Dickson-Deane, & Galyen, 2011). Broadly, distance
education can be defined as “a unique form of education which attempts to educate learners
outside of conventional classrooms and in non-traditional forms” (Luyt, 2014, p. 4). The
beginning of such approaches can be traced back to the late 1800s, when universities began to
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expand their reach by offering print-based correspondence coursework; and distance education
continued to rapidly expand throughout the following century, both within education and
beyond, with the advancement of new technologies and increases in demand (Banas & Emory,
1998). Today, distance learning spans a wide range of environments and formats, and relies
primarily on various types of technology and digital tools, such as learning management systems
(LMSs), web conferencing software, email, digital communications, electronic media, blogs, and
more. Trends in research exploring distance learning include comparing distance learning to
traditional (brick and mortar) learning in relation to student performance, policy around distance
learning, and components of teaching and learning online (Hu et al., 2019).
Distance Learning in K-12
While higher education continues to have the greatest number of students enrolled in
some form of distance learning, a growing number of K-12 students are taking some online
courses or enrolled full time in a virtual learning or distance learning program (Beck &
LaFrance, 2017; Seaman, Allen, & Seaman, 2018). In 2019, for example, the Digital Learning
Collaborative group reported that approximately 310,000 K-12 students were enrolled in online
schools and approximately 420,000 K-12 students were enrolled in state virtual schools in the
United States according to their most recent data, continuing the trend of a slow but steady
increase in K-12 distance learning enrollment over recent years. However, prior to the start of the
Covid-19 pandemic that prompted huge numbers of schools and students across the nation to
transition to distance learning models, distance learning enrollment still represented only about
1% or less of K-12 students in most states (Digital Learning Collaborative, 2019).
Despite the continued growth of K-12 distance learning enrollment, however, students in
elementary grades (K-5) typically represent just a small percentage of these students. According

66

to the most recent report published by a leading K-12 online education research group, students
in grades 9-12 made up approximately 84% of K-12 online learners in the United States.
Students in grades 6-8 made up 11% of online enrollment, while K-5 was only 4% of students
(Gemin & Pape, 2017). At the time of this report (2017), many states had not yet offered state
virtual school programs or online school options to students in grades K-5. Correspondingly,
research and publications focused on distance learning for K-5 (elementary) students appear to
be far less common than for 6-12 and higher education students. For example, Hu, Arnesen,
Barbour, and Leary (2019) reviewed 51 articles published in the Journal of Online Learning
Research (JOLR) between 2015 and 2018. They found that only 2 of the articles focused
specifically on elementary learners, while the greatest focus was high school/secondary school
(23 publications).
Of course, the availability of distance learning options drastically increased for K-12
students with the emergence of the Covid-19 Pandemic. In response to the pandemic, schools
around the world shifted to various distance learning models, resulting in more than a billion
students enrolled in some form of online learning during the 2020 school year (Black, Ferdig, &
Thompson, 2020). Aside from distance learning’s obvious and newly-added benefit of lower risk
of transmission and spread of the Covid-19 virus than is likely in traditional brick-and-mortar
classrooms, distance learning has been described as having additional potential advantages for
K-12 students, depending on the model used. These benefits include scheduling flexibility,
increased course offerings, access of learning resources from home, the ability to accommodate
students with unique learning needs or goals, and more (Beck & LaFrance, 2017). Alternatively,
distance learning also presents challenges and potential disadvantages, including unequal access
to necessary technology resources, student readiness, instructional and assignment quality,

67

inadequate funding, lessened accountability, and the potential for disengagement, inconsistent
attendance, and/or student drop-outs (Beck & LaFrance, 2017).
In grades K-5 particularly, there are unique complexities associated with elementary
distance learning models. Distance learning for elementary children often requires parental or
caregiver involvement, supervision, and support in order to maintain scheduling, navigate
technology and learning management systems, and complete assignments (Black et al., 2020). If
a caregiver is unable to provide such support, students require foundational reading and
computer literacy skills at a minimum in order to navigate virtual school. Additional challenges
for elementary learners in virtual learning settings include lack of socialization, difficulties with
communication, lack of movement, lack of materials, environmental factors, and more (Black et
al., 2020; Burdina, Krapotkina, & Nasyrova, 2019).
Chapter Summary
In chapter 2, I provided a review of the literature around topics relevant to this study. I
began with a review of pedagogies related to equity issues, focusing on those that were used in
recent empirical literature in elementary contexts. These included culturally-conscious
pedagogies, social justice pedagogies, critical pedagogies, and equity pedagogies. Next, I
described themes in equity-related practices across this literature, which contributed to the
development of the EFE conceptual framework. Following this, I provided an overview of
literature related to the gaps that were identified across these studies, which were also
incorporated into the EFE framework. This included discussions of student voice, dimensions of
student identity, and student learning in connection with equity pedagogies. EFE, then, provides
a framework that both synthesizes key ideas and addresses gaps across a broad literature base of
studies occurring in elementary contexts. Finally, I provided a brief review of distance learning,
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including considerations related to due to this study’s context. This research will add to the
literature focused on the advancement of equity through its introduction of an equity-focused
framework and its study of how this framework functions in one particular case. In the following
chapter, I describe the methods and methodology that will be used in this research.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Introduction
In this chapter, I begin with a description of the purpose and research questions in this
study. Following this, I provide an overview of the study’s design, along with a rationale for this
design. Next, I describe the context of this study, and how the case and participants were
selected. I also explain my background working within this context prior to this study, as well as
what my role involved as a researcher and an actor in this study. In the subsequent sections, I
describe the types of data that we produced and how this data was analyzed throughout and after
our study. Finally, I address the validity of this research and ethical concerns to conclude this
chapter.
Purpose and Research Questions
This purpose of this study was to engage a teacher and students in action in one fifth
grade urban classroom through application of the EFE (Education for Equity) conceptual
framework, and to develop understandings of how EFE functioned in this context. Many have
described the need for the advancement of equity-focused, socially just, culturally responsive
classrooms in today’s diverse schools (Gay, 2002; Gorski & Swalwell, 2015; Ladson-Billings,
1995a; Milner, 2015; Sleeter, 2005; Zollers et al., 2000, etc.). This research used and extended
case study methods (Simons, 2009; Stake, 1995), as well as participatory methods (Bergold &
Thomas, 2012; Hatch, 2002; Kemmis & McTaggart, 2008), to inquire into EFE’s functioning in
one particular classroom and how meanings made were described and represented by the teacher,
students, and researcher through its functioning. This research may offer valuable insight for
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educators and researchers interested in advancing equity in education and provide an example of
EFE as a framework for engaging in this type of work. The research questions that guided this
study are as follows:
● How does EFE function in one urban elementary classroom?
● How do students, a teacher, and a researcher describe and represent the meanings they
make through EFE’s functioning in the classroom?
These questions were selected to inquire into what EFE does in a particular classroom, leaving
open the space to consider its functioning socially, emotionally, materially, politically,
practically, personally, etc., and how different meanings made through EFE might be described
or represented. In addition, without making assumptions about what would emerge from EFE in
this classroom, these questions invited consideration of change and action that might take place,
and they positioned EFE as an entity that may function in unexpected or unplanned ways.
Design and Rationale
Case study can be broadly defined as “the study of the particularity of and complexity of
a single case, coming to understand its activity within important circumstances” (Stake, 1995, p.
xi). I chose to make use of case study methods in this research because of its bounded context
and our use of this context to understand a particular issue (Hatch, 2002). The case itself is Fiona
Peter’s (pseudonym) fifth grade classroom, and the issue examined is EFE’s functioning in this
classroom, as well as the meanings made by the teacher, students, and researcher engaged in this
context. As such, this study draws upon “instrumental case study” methods (Stake, 1995)
because it examines “a particular case in order to gain insight into an issue or theory” (Cohen et
al., 2018, p. 378). As part of its inquiry into the broader question of EFE’s functioning in this
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classroom, this study also explores polyvocality and materiality in this classroom, making
connections to these in the various representations of meanings made throughout this study.
This study used collaborative and participatory methods to engage participants as full
partners in the research process (Hatch, 2002). Collaborative research aims to “bring both insider
and outsider perspectives to the analysis of the phenomena under investigation” (Hatch, 2002, p.
32). Participatory research has been described as being committed to “social, economic and
political development responsive to the needs and opinions of ordinary people” (Kemmis &
McTaggart, 2009, p. 337). Often undertaken in urban communities, participatory research
connects research with community work, with the aim of producing knowledge collaboratively
(Bergold & Thomas, 2012; Kemmis & McTaggard, 2009). I selected this design because of my
commitment to being responsive to the interests, needs, and perspectives of my “participants,”
rather than the primary decision-maker or authority in data production and analysis. Building on
multimethodological and multitheoretical perspectives, I employ a design that collaboratively
explores possibilities for change and advancing social justice, and that embraces polyvocality
and multiple ways of knowing that emerge from partial, situated positions and accounts (Gannon
& Davies, 2012). The EFE framework seeks to value the needs of the context and the voices of
students and the teacher, and using participatory approaches ensures attention is placed on
participants’ ideas, perspectives, and meanings made. In addition, I selected this design because
of its potential for broadening thinking about EFE’s functioning through its emphasis on
polyvocality and its allowance for diverse ways of describing and representing meanings made.
Case study design allows for the acknowledgement of the complexities of the case and its
context, and the multiple perspectives that may inform its findings. Additionally, case studies can
contribute to the field because of their potential connections to or implications for similar
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contexts. Simons (2009) points out that case studies have the potential of yielding “insights of
universal significance” (p. 20). Educators interested in issues of equity or social justice in
elementary contexts may find new insights, ideas, or considerations as a result of this case. Stake
(1995) explains, “We are interested in [cases] for both their uniqueness and commonality” (p. 1).
The context of this case, an urban elementary classroom, is quite common; and yet it is also
unique as a classroom within a strong school-university partnership where many teachers,
including Fiona, have taken job-embedded coursework related to equity and culturally
responsive teaching. This context is further described in the following section.
Study Context
School and Classroom. The context of this study is a unique elementary school, “Hope
Elementary” (pseudonym). I offer the following snapshots of Hope’s student body and Fiona’s
classroom as a necessary but narrow portrayal of Hope’s students, while simultaneously
acknowledging its limitations and the need to move beyond this demographic information in
order to better understand both the context and the teacher and students’ complex, multifaceted
identities. Hope Elementary is a Title I school, indicating that it receives additional state and
federal resources to support the academic achievement of its students. Its student enrollment
fluctuates from 800 to over 1000 students, with approximately 50% of the student body turning
over each year. Classrooms at Hope Elementary typically have between twenty and thirty
students. Approximately 97% of students at Hope receive free or reduced lunch, and many
students experience challenges associated with shelter insecurity, homelessness, and/or poverty.
At Hope, approximately 62% of students are Hispanic, 25% of students are Black or African
American, 10% of students are white, and 3% of students are two or more races. Thirty-four
percent of students are learning English, with the majority of these students speaking Spanish as
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their first language. On average, students at Hope typically score between 15% to 30% lower
than the state average on standardized assessments.
In this school context, Fiona teaches fifth grade in a departmentalized English Language
Arts (ELA) classroom. During this study, Fiona’s classroom included both an eLearning
environment and a face-to-face environment as students transitioned back to school after months
of eLearning during the Covid-19 Pandemic, explained further in the following section. During
this study, the total number of students in Fiona’s two classes ranged from 44 to 49 students.
This included a high percentage of students learning English and students with an Individualized
Education Program (IEP). The majority of students in Fiona’s classroom were students of color,
with many students being first or second generation immigrants to the United States.
The department of education in the state where Hope resides assigns schools with annual
performance “grades” (A, B, C, D, F) based on data collected through the annual state
standardized assessment. School grade determinations are based upon the following in
elementary schools: (1) ELA achievement, (2) Math achievement, (3) Science Achievement, (4)
Learning gains in ELA, (5), Learning gains in math, (6) Learning gains for the lowest 25% in
ELA, (7) Learning gains for the lowest 25% in math, and (8) Progress in achieving English
language proficiency for ELL students. Hope’s most recent “grades” as determined by the state
are provided in the table below (see Table 3). Hope’s performance on state standardized
assessments and its subsequent school grades have resulted in its on-and-off status as a
“turnaround school.” This status means that the school faces state takeover if it does not meet
certain achievement requirements, which could include school closure, transition to a charter, or
transition to a state-governed charter. This context, then, is one in which there has been ongoing
and high pressure and urgency around student standardized assessment performance.
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Table 3. Hope’s school grades as determined by the state department of education
Year
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018 2019
Hope’s
“School
Grade”

D

F

D

D

D

C

D

2020
No grade
due to
Covid-19
testing
cancellations

Despite these testing performance outcomes, Hope and its stakeholders work tirelessly to
support and meet the needs of its students and families beyond only academics. In fact, Hope is
in the process of becoming certified as a “Community Partnership School” because of
commitments by academic, health, and other community organizations to support and offer
services to the students and families at Hope. In addition, Hope functions as a “Professional
Development School” (PDS) because of its strong partnership with a nearby research-intensive
university and its enactment of the Nine Essentials of Professional Development Schools
(National Association of Professional Development Schools, 2008). As an important component
of its PDS status, Hope has a unique program called a “Teacher Leader Academy” (TLA), which
has been functioning within the school for approximately six years. Hope teachers involved in
the TLA engage in onsite graduate coursework that uses curriculum designed around the
emerging needs of the school, its students, and its teachers.
The TLA, which is led by professors-in-residence and school-based partners, has recently
spent two years focusing on developing teachers’ understanding and enactment of culturally
responsive teaching and equity issues (2017-2019). In the first year, teacher leaders involved in
the TLA explored issues of identity, culture, bias, privilege, micro/macroaggressions, culturally
responsive teaching, assets-based thinking, and equity literacy, among others. Led by the
professors-in-residence and a school-based instructional coach, the teacher leaders engaged in
various readings, activities, and discussions to help develop their understanding of these issues.
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In addition, an important component of the TLA is its structure for having the teacher leaders
plan and facilitate professional development for their colleagues based on the needs of the school
and their own learning in the TLA. During the second year of a focus on culturally responsive
teaching and equity in the TLA, teacher leaders continued this learning themselves, while also
facilitating professional development on these issues for the rest of the teachers in the school.
Teachers in the school selected a teacher leader-led group based on an equity-focused topic of
their choice (e.g., culturally responsive curriculum, family collaboration, pedagogy and
instructional practices, etc.), and the teacher leaders built from/expanded upon their learning
from the first year to guide the learning of their peers. Along with three other teacher leaders,
Fiona led a “Multiple Perspectives” professional development group, which explored the
question, “In what ways can teachers create a culturally-centered environment for students that
celebrates multiple perspectives and ideas?”
For over two years, I worked closely with the professors-in-residence to help plan, lead,
and study the TLA and its influence within the school. While this TLA work included working
extensively with the teacher leaders, as well as varying opportunities for volunteer work in the
school during the school day, none of our work prior to this study involved us working
extensively within teachers’ classrooms as they work with their students. This study, therefore,
provided an opportunity to learn about a teacher leader’s application and extension of her
learning from the TLA equity-focused coursework, as well as continued collaborative research
into responsiveness to the school’s and students’ needs.
Covid-19 Pandemic. A central contextual element of this study was its occurrence
during the Covid-19 Pandemic, which persisted throughout the duration of this research. Covid19, a new coronavirus that began impacting the United States in early 2020, spreads easily and
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quickly from one person to another and causes a wide range of symptoms that have led to severe
illness and even death at alarming rates (CDC.gov, 2020). As a result, federal, state, and local
governments took various measures to reduce its spread, such as workplace and school closures,
mask ordinances, social distancing requirements, intensified cleaning and contact tracing
procedures, and more. Additionally, as this study progressed, it became increasingly apparent
that people of color, people experiencing poverty, and frontline workers were being impacted by
the pandemic at the highest rates, with greater likelihood of infection, hospitalization, and
mortality (Norris & Gonzelez, 2020), suggesting that the devastation of Covid-19 was likely
having a disproportionate impact on Hope students and families.
eLearning. As the Covid-19 Pandemic persisted through the summer prior to this study’s
beginning, school districts began to prepare for alternatives to traditional school model for the
2020-2021 school year. After much debate and a variety of political influences, the school
district to which Hope Elementary belongs opted to re-open, but to provide families with
different models from which to choose. These included (a) a traditional classroom model where
the student would attend school full-time in a face-to-face classroom with social distancing,
masking, and other safety measures in place, (b) an eLearning model, where the student would
be assigned to a teacher at their brick and mortar school, and would follow a standard bell
schedule that included “live” sessions with their teacher using web conferencing technology, and
(c) a K-12 Virtual School model, an independent, flexible online option that uses a “flipped”
classroom model and has students work at their own pace to submit weekly assignments.
Teachers within the district were surveyed about their preference to teach using the brickand-mortar format or the eLearning format. However, not all teachers were given teaching
assignments that matched their preferred model. Fiona, the teacher participant in this study,
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expressed her uncertainty at the time of indicating her preference, but ultimately stated she
would like to work with face-to-face students. During the recruitment phase for this study,
Fiona’s administrators asked her to teach using a “hybrid” format, which would entail working
with face-to-face learners for half of the day, and teaching an eLearning section of students for
half of the day. Fiona agreed, and shortly thereafter confirmed her consent to be the teacher
participant in this study. Three weeks later, however, as enrollment numbers were fluctuating
and families were adjusting their selections, Fiona was re-assigned to teach a fully eLearning
classroom in order to meet the increasing demand for the eLearning model. This study’s context,
then, included a somewhat abrupt transition to eLearning, and a resulting set of challenges that
were involved with learning this new context. As Black et al. (2020) pointed out, “Most parents,
schools, and teachers were unprepared and untrained to handle the complexities inherent to
educating [during Covid-19] as well as the demands of the technology needed to support these
efforts” (Black et al., 2020, p. E1).
A number of terms have been used to describe virtual learning environments, such as
distance learning, e-Learning/eLearning, web-based learning, and online learning; and previous
research has found inconsistency in use of terms and their alignment to a certain model or
delivery mode (Moore, Dickson-Deane, & Gaylen, 2010). For the purposes of this research, I use
the terms eLearning and distance learning interchangeably to refer to the eLearning model
designed by the district to which Hope Elementary belonged. This model involved the use of
platforms such as Canvas (a web-based learning management system) and Zoom (web
conferencing technology) to facilitate learning both synchronously and asynchronously using a
consistent daily schedule and the same curriculum that was being used in brick-and-mortar
classrooms.
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Due to the Covid-19 pandemic and the eLearning transition, Fiona and I initially
considered postponing or changing key aspects of the study. Our reflections and conclusions
became a part of our data, as we ultimately concluded that, broadly, it was unnecessary and
actually felt unethical to wait for the “right” circumstances (e.g., a traditional, face-to-face school
year) to move forward with pursuing the exploration of this framework; indeed, perhaps pursuing
research and action focused on equity advancement during these unprecedented and unexpected
times had even more importance. As a potential limitation, I note that the EFE framework is
based primarily on research that has taken place in face-to-face elementary classrooms.
However, we determined that the research that informs the EFE framework still had extensive
implications and application opportunities in an eLearning environment; and in many ways,
seeking to explore its functioning in this unanticipated context demonstrated a key example of its
“responsiveness to context” foundation.
Case Selection and Participants
This classroom was selected as the case for this study for several reasons. A primary
reason was Fiona’s commitment to equity work and her interest in continued growth and
application in this area. Fiona is a teacher leader at Hope, where she has taught for eight years,
and is highly involved in the school and in teacher leadership work. She has traveled to multiple
national conferences to present on the work being done in her classroom, at her school, and in
her role as a teacher leader. She recently participated in two years of graduate coursework
through the TLA on equity-focused topics, which included facilitating professional development
for her peers on these issues (as described in “Study Context”). Through my experiences with
Fiona in teacher leadership coursework, in her classroom, and attending/presenting at
conferences, I observed her ongoing commitment to her own continued learning and to applying
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her learning in her classroom. Over the course of the two years when equity was the focus topic
in the teacher leadership coursework, Fiona clearly expressed her commitment to equity and
culturally responsive teaching in many different ways. In addition, before any discussion of this
study, she expressed to me her ideas about new approaches she wanted to pursue around the
advancement of equity, the centering of student voices and dialogue, and an increased focus on
social justice issues in her classroom.
The self-initiated interest in this topic by Fiona is also a reason for this case selection and
the collaborative design of this study. Because a key component of the EFE framework is teacher
commitment, learning, and agency, a context where the teacher expressed these characteristics
and was interested in engaging in further growth in the area of equity advancement in teaching
was important. Rather than conducting research on participants, this research aimed to primarily
use participatory structures and practices to engage in data production and analysis
collaboratively. Fiona’s commitment to this topic contributes to the case selection because she
was interested in being actively involved in the data production and data analysis throughout the
study.
Prior to beginning the study, all students in Fiona’s class were invited to participate and
were asked to provide verbal and written assent. In addition, a consent form was sent to
parents/guardians, which gave them the option of consenting to having their children participate
in whole group, small group, and/or individual data collection processes. This consent form was
provided in the family’s native language where necessary. All students in Fiona’s fifth grade
class who gave both written and verbal assent themselves, as well as whose guardians provided
written consent that the student may participate, were participants in this study. This included
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eleven students in total. The students in this study were considered from different angles,
including the group as a whole, smaller groups of students, and individual students.
Finally, the status of Hope Elementary as a professional development school (PDS) was a
reason for this case selection in that it provided a strong context for a school-university
collaboration. The PDS structure has created an environment that reflects the Nine Essentials of
PDSs, where there is a shared commitment to innovation and reflective practices (essential 4),
the engagement of deliberate investigations of practice are common (essential 5), and the
advancement of equity is an ongoing commitment (essential 1), among others (National
Association of Professional Development Schools, 2008). These essentials have strong
connections to the focus and enactment of this study. For example, the exploration of EFE is
based on a commitment to advancing equity (essential 1), and it necessitates both innovative and
reflective practices (essential 4). This study also creates an opportunity for the deliberate
investigation of practice by both university and school partners (essential 5). All of these reasons,
then, point to my rationale for the selection of this case.
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria. This study required collaboration with one classroom
teacher in an urban elementary school and that teacher’s students. The criteria for teacher
inclusion in this study were as follows: (1) Current elementary teacher, (2) Participated in the
Mort Teacher Leader Academy (graduate coursework offered for a cohort of teachers through
partnership with USF at the teachers’ school, Mort Elementary) from 2017-2019, and (3)
Interested in collaborating with PI to learn about and enact components of the EFE framework in
his/her classroom. Inclusion criteria for students only required that the student was an elementary
student (K-5) in the classroom of the teacher participant. Exclusion criteria for the teacher
included (1) Not a participant in the Mort Teacher Leader Academy between 2017-2019, (2) Not
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a current elementary teacher, and/or (3) No expressed interest in collaborating with the PI to
pursue this research.
Role of the Researcher. Through Hope’s function as a PDS and its unique Teacher
Leader Academy structure, I was involved in work within this school and with Fiona on a
weekly basis for over two years prior to this study. During this time, I traveled to national
educational conferences with some of the teachers and administrators, and I participated in an
“Operations Committee” to support the community school partnership model and its
development at Hope. I also participated in various volunteer opportunities at the school as they
arose, such as serving as a judge for a school speech competition and reading books to classes
during Hope’s annual “seasons readings” before the winter break. Although my time spent at
Hope prior to this study (ranging from three to eight hours per week) might have positioned me
as an “insider” in various ways, it is clear that I also remain an “outsider” in many ways as a
doctoral student and non-staff member. This insider-outsider position offers both benefits and
challenges to the research design (DeLyser, 2001; Unluer, 2013); however, I reject the need to
attempt making any distinctions between these binary positions and how they influence my
work, instead understanding myself as situated within this shifting boundary that becomes with
me, my work, and the participant-researchers involved in this study.
In addition, as a former elementary teacher myself, my active involvement in classroom
settings is natural and often invited by teachers when I am present during student hours. I spent
time regularly volunteering in Fiona’s classroom prior to conducting this study, frequently
working with students during a differentiated instruction time to support their reading and
writing development. Fiona and I often discussed ideas, planned, facilitated small groups, and
reflected together; therefore, I wanted to choose a research method that would allow this type of
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collaboration to continue. Limes-Taylor Henderson and Esposito (2019) challenge researchers to
reflect on the purpose and benefits of their research, pointing out that it is most often researchers
that benefit from the work that they do (such as through publications, career advances, tenure,
etc.) far more than participants themselves. They ask, “What did [participants] gain and in what
ways, if any, did their lives change from telling me their tales?” (p. 7). In a classroom with
almost fifty fifth graders across two classes and only herself as the teacher, Fiona had previously
suggested on multiple occasions that both she and her students benefit from my active
involvement in the planning and teaching process. The collaborative, participatory approaches
used in this study, including my own active involvement as a participant observer in the
classroom, allowed me to continue to actively support the teacher, her goals, and her students
through structures involving co-planning, co-teaching, and collaborative reflection.
Included within the boundaries of this case is myself as the researcher and teacher
educator engaging with the teacher and students as we inquire into EFE’s functioning in this
classroom. I engaged in aspects of a “reflective case study,” which is defined by Hamilton and
Corbett-Whittier (2013) as “One where the researcher is emphasizing a personal evaluative
component in the form of reflective commentaries or expanded field notes or journals which
engage with the topic and the researcher's feelings, issues and reflections on experiences and
interactions” (p. 15). This part of the design allowed me to consider my own practices and the
meanings I made through my experiences and involvement in this study.
Data Production
In connection with the research questions and theoretical perspectives used in this study,
data was produced in this research as we inquired into how EFE functioned in this fifth grade
urban classroom and how students, a teacher, and myself as the researcher made meaning in
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relation to EFE over the course of the study. Positioning myself as working within the bricolage
(as described in chapter 1), we began this research with a tentative processes for data production
and analysis, leaving open possibilities for adjustments to our methods and methodology as the
study unfolded. Kincheloe and McLaren (2005) explain, “Bricoleurs enter the research act as
methodological negotiators. Always respecting the demands of the task at hand, the bricolage, as
conceptualized here, resists its placement in concrete as it promotes elasticity” (p. 317). In this
way, rather than following a prescribed set of steps, we began with a loose set of guideline that
drew from and expanded upon case study methodology. We aimed to be responsive to the
inquiry topic as it unfolded and to the ways our emerging perspectives and theoretical influences
prompted us to explore the research questions through various methods. Kincheloe and McLaren
(2005) explain further:
In its hard labors in the domain of complexity, the bricolage views research methods
actively rather than passively, meaning that we actively construct our research methods
from the tools at hand rather than passively receiving the ‘correct’ universally applicable
methodologies. Avoiding modes of reasoning that come from certified processes of
logical analysis, bricoleurs also steer clear of preexisting guidelines and checklists
developed outside the specific demands of the inquiry at hand.” (p. 317)
Attention to how rigor and validity were established within this research process is provided at
the end of this chapter.
In order to explore the research questions in this study, the students, teacher, and I
collaboratively generated data through multiple sources (see Table 4). Our focus was on
“collecting everything” that we identified as relating to EFE’s functioning, with the intention of
narrowing this data as needed based on our research questions during our initial analysis. The
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data produced included pedagogical documentation, observations and field notes, teacher
conversations, student conversations, a researcher journal, artifacts, and documents.

Table 4. Data Production Frequency
Data Source

Production Frequency

Pedagogical Documentation
Artifacts & Documents
Observation/Field Notes

Twice or more per week

Researcher Journal Entries
Student Conversations

Weekly

Teacher-Researcher Conversations

Week 2, Week 4, Week 11, Week 20,
Week 24, Week 25

Data was produced over the course of approximately six months in Fiona’s fifth grade
classroom, expanding beyond our initial plan in order to produce more data in response to how
our study unfolded and in relation to our research questions. Over the course of the study, I
worked with Fiona and her students between two to four days a week, for three to eight hours per
day. I was actively involved in the classroom in different capacities as a complete participant or
participant observer, working with students or co-teaching at different times in order to support
Fiona and her students. In addition, I engaged in weekly planning sessions with Fiona.
Throughout this time, each of us involved in the study were involved in data production. Due to
the collaborative nature of this study and the emphasis I placed on the decision-making of my
participants as co-researchers, Fiona and her students produced data at times when I was not
present in the classroom, and Fiona was directly involved in decisions about what “counted” as
data as we worked together to inquire into our research questions.
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Pedagogical Documentation. In this study, pedagogical documentation was used to
produce data focused on how students engaged in meaning-making processes in their EFEfocused classroom, as well as the actions and materials that are connected with how EFE
functions. Emerging from Reggio Emilia contexts, pedagogical documentation is “a
multipurpose tool which makes pedagogical work visible, including children’s learning
processes and the professional development of the teacher” (Kalliala & Pramling Samuelsson,
2014, p. 116); or more simply, “All documentation that has pedagogy as its focus” (Alcock,
2000, p. 1). Pedagogical documentation, which is often an approach for attempting to document
children’s thinking and interactions within learning processes, can include audio or video
recordings of students or teachers in action, students’ works or writing, photographs, sketches,
written transcriptions of students’/teacher’s comments, students’ illustrations or art, students’
projects, students interviewing one another, and students’/teacher’s observations, among other
possibilities (Alcock, 2000; Wien, 2013).
Drawing upon Barad (2007) and Deleuze and Guattari (1987/1994), Lenz Taguchi (2010)
expands understandings of pedagogical documentation by describing it as “a movement or force
that creates a space that makes our lived pedagogical practices material” (p. 66, emphasis in
original). Pedagogical documentation, she asserts, assumes matter to be agential, whereby the
data produced through this process will “put things in motion” (Lenz Taguchi, 2010, p. 64)
through its intra-activity with other matter and organisms. She contends that pedagogical
documentation is “in itself an active agent” in the generation of knowledge (Lenz Taguchi, 2010,
p. 63). The matter/material produced through pedagogical documentation is “not a thing, but a
doing” (Barad, 2007, p. 183, in Lenz Taguchi, 2010, p. 63) that will continue to intra-act with
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other things and that enables us to construct meaning about children’s learning, thinking, and
doing.
Rather than viewing “collecting” data as an objective and passive process, pedagogical
documentation is a data production process that is “alive and from which we can produce a
multiplicity of differentiated knowledge from a specific event” (Lenz Taguchi, 2010, p. 67); and
it allows for multiple ways of knowing, understanding, and representing. It has been described as
“opening us up to relations and meanings that we have not thought to look for” (Wien, 2013, p.
2), allowing for new openings and possibilities in data production. Pedagogical documentation
has also been used to focus not only on “expected ways of being and learning, . . . but also on
unexpected occurrences (departures from what is typical or developmental)” (Kuby, Rucker, &
Kirchhofer, 2015, p. 402), which may be important to consider when thinking with postmodern
perspectives or approaches in research (Jackson & Mazzei, 2011). Kuby et al. (2015), for
example, used pedagogical documentation in their study rooted in poststructuralism to produce
data that explored time, space, and materials in young students’ literacy learning processes. They
used student-made artifacts, photographs, videos, field notes, and student conversations to
develop visualizations of the learning process, focusing on unexpected occurrences and the
notions of becoming and intra-activity in a literacy workshop. In similar ways, pedagogical
documentation was used in this study to produce data related to our research questions. Each day
that I was present in the classroom, we engaged in pedagogical documentation; and pedagogical
documentation was also used to produce data at other times determined by Fiona/students when I
was not present in the classroom over the course of this study.
Observations. Observations can be used to gather first-hand data in the natural settings
of participants. According to Hatch (2002), “The goal of observation is to understand the culture,
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setting, or social phenomenon being studied from the perspectives of the participants” (p. 72).
Observations can “provide rich contextual information, enable first-hand data to be collected,
reveal mundane routines and activities, and can offer an opportunity for documenting those
aspects of lifeworlds that are verbal, non-verbal, and physical (Clark et al, 2009)” (Cohen et al.,
2018, p. 542). Observational data in this study was used to consider how EFE functioned in this
classroom and its actors’ meaning-making processes. This data production included observations
by the teacher and myself as a component of pedagogical documentation, as well as observations
outside of classroom pedagogical experiences, such as observation of teacher-researcher
planning sessions and other relevant occurrences in this case. My role in this study required that I
moved beyond a “non-interventionist,” passive observer approach (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 544) to
an active participant in the classroom. Seeking to work collaboratively with my participants in
Fiona’s classroom, I primarily acted as participant observer throughout this study. Hatch (2002)
suggests that most observation in qualitative research involves some degree of participant
observation, and points out that use of a critical framework in research indicates the need for
active involvement by the researcher in the context of the study.
I used participant observation in order to fully engage in the classroom, including
working as a co-teacher in different ways, while simultaneously observing and recording field
notes when possible or shortly thereafter. Hatch (2002) describes the issue of data collection for
participant observers, who may miss opportunities to take field notes during their active
participation in the context. Seeking to both produce thorough field notes as well as participate
regularly and in meaningful ways, I varied my degree of participation during each day in Fiona’s
classroom. For example, Fiona and I used various co-teach models, some of which positioned me
in a more passive role where I had the opportunity to record field notes from present and recent
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observations; in other cases, Fiona took on a more passive role and engaged in note-taking while
I took on a lead teacher role. We used jottings, which are a “brief written record of events and
impressions captured in key words and phrases” (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 2011, p. 29), to
quickly capture notes at various points throughout the day, and I elaborated on these jottings to
ensure rich details during teacher planning periods, lunch, and after school. I “moved from field
to desk” (Emerson et al., 2011, p. 48) as soon as possible after observations in order to write up
full field notes based on our observations, while maintaining an understanding of these field
notes as partial and situated. As Emerson and colleagues (2011) contend, “Writing fieldnote
descriptions, then, is not a matter of passively copying down ‘facts’ about ‘what happened.’
Rather, these descriptive accounts select and emphasize different features and actions while
ignoring and marginalizing others” (p. 9). Fiona also engaged in different types of observations
and generated data based on these observations, resulting in observational data from both of our
perspectives during this study.
Our observations were semi-structured observations. Cohen et al. (2018) describe semistructured observation as including an “agenda of issues” to observe but maintaining flexibility
and responsiveness in determining what is relevant to the case. Our agenda of issues related to
those that seemed to have connection to the EFE framework. We were also intentional about
paying close attention to and generating data related to “critical incidents” that occurred in this
study. Critical incidents are “particular events or occurrences that typify or illuminate very
starkly a particular feature” (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 551). They may be incidents that occur only
once, but that offer particular insight or that are of particular interest to the observer, especially
in relation to the focus of the study.
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Teacher and Student Conversations. The purpose of conversations in this research was
to produce data around how the teacher, students, and myself as the researcher described and
represented meanings made throughout the study. While multiple informal conversations took
place throughout the study and were documented through field notes, journals, and pedagogical
documentation, Fiona and I also engaged in six “formal” conversations, in which we coconstructed the discussion topics based on issues and experiences related to our research
questions and the EFE framework. Topics we discussed were both determined prior to the
conversation and emerged during the conversation itself. We used an open-ended protocol (see
Appendix A) with conversation topics to guide these conversations. Each of these conversations
was approximately 60-90 minutes, and took place in Fiona and her students’ classroom or via
web conference (Zoom). After each conversation, I listened to the audio recordings, taking notes
and writing “summaries” of each recording. After an initial analysis of these summaries with
Fiona, I engaged in selective transcription. Cohen et al. (2018) describe this approach as one that
might help researchers avoid “becoming so caught up in detail that sight of the bigger picture is
lost” (p. 646).
Additionally, student conversations were used to produce data with students. Fiona and I
facilitated or attended regular conversations with small groups of students in the class, each of
which was approximately thirty minutes. Students were invited, rather than required, to
participate in these conversations, which took during a non-academic portion of the school day
that we called “lunch bunch”; and only students who had obtained parental consent and who
gave assent themselves were recorded. In instances where some students in the group did not
have consent but others did, we did not record, and instead took notes only in relation to the
students who did have consent. In this study, these conversations varied widely. In some cases,
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they were related to the meanings students made in relation to EFE’s functioning in their
classroom, while remaining open to the direction in which the students took the discussion. .
Appendix B contains an open-ended protocol that was used to guide some of these
conversations. In other cases, as we sought to center student voices, opportunities for
socialization, and learning about students as we pursued a lens of identify complexity, we left
these conversations completely unstructured. These conversations were often used by Fiona and
me to make future planning and teaching decisions, as we considered and responded to student
perspectives, interests, experiences, etc. After these conversations, I followed the same process
previously described (listening, re-listening, summarizing, analyzing with Fiona, and selectively
transcribing), and/or I re-read and elaborated on field notes and jottings that were produced.
Researcher Journal. A researcher journal was used in this study to document my
ongoing descriptions and representations of EFE’s functioning in this classroom. Throughout the
study, I kept a journal in which I made weekly entries. Researcher journals have been described
as a tool for keeping track of initial impressions, reflections, reactions, and interpretations, which
provides an important data source for researchers (Hatch, 2002). Hatch (2002) points out, “The
act of writing things down encourages individuals to process and reflect on experiences in
different ways than thinking about them or discussing them with others” (p. 140). Because our
research questions in this study inquired into EFE’s functioning and how the researcher
described and made meaning related to this, my use of a researcher journal with weekly written
reflections created a data source that aligned with this purpose.
Documents and Artifacts. Finally, important data sources for this case study included
documents and artifacts related to how EFE was functioning and how meaning was made and
described by the participants in this study. Artifacts and documents included a wide range of
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materials, including lesson plans, planning notes, teacher notes, emails, texts, Canvas screenshots
(messages, assignment descriptions, assignments, announcements, discussion boards, etc.),
Zoom chats, student work, student questionnaires, student surveys, core curriculum excerpts and
pictures, supplementary curriculum material excerpts and pictures, school and district
communications, school and district resources, and other photographs of materials, spaces, and
moments. These documents and artifacts, often embedded within my field notes, contributed to
our ongoing understandings of the research questions.
Data Analysis
Stake (1995) asserts, “There is no particular moment when data analysis begins” (p. 71).
We approached the data analysis process throughout and after the study in various formal and
informal ways as we interacted with our data to explore how EFE was functioning and what it
did in this case, and how the researcher, teacher, and students described and represented the
meanings they made in relation to EFE. Throughout data analysis, data was continually
understood as data-that-counts, becoming data because we produced and named it as such.
Working within the bricolage invited the bringing together of different approaches and
theoretical perspectives in the analysis as we actively constructed methods to explore our
research questions through the data we produced in this particular research. As we engaged in
pedagogical documentation and observations, produced field notes, made journal entries,
engaged in/transcribed conversations, and so on, we kept track of our emerging and shifting
understandings, questions, and perspectives, among other thoughts related to our ongoing data
production process; and we used these to guide our continued inquiry and decision-making.
Working within the bricolage also enables multidimensional, polyvocal approaches in
considerations of knowledge and meaning. Kincheloe (2005) explains, “Bricoleurs seek multiple
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perspectives not to provide the truth about reality but to avoid the monological knowledge that
emerges from unquestioned frames of reference and the dismissal of the numerous relationships
and connections that link various forms of knowledge together” (p. 326-327). Our analysis
process and ways of representing findings aimed to link descriptions and representations together
in a quilt-like process (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005), whereby each piece is both a whole itself and a
part of a larger whole, and whereby pieces employed various approaches for representing
diverse, situated, and even contradictory accounts of meanings made in this study.
The use of critical theory as a framework for this study and its methods placed attention
on considerations of power, and the importance of participation and dialogue with my
“participants” throughout the study, which included ongoing collaboration, participatory
practices, and considerations of multiple voices throughout the data analysis process. Along with
deciding what “counts” as data in this study, Fiona contributed to the analysis process as we
looked at and reflected on various data sources to describe and represent how we made meaning
from the data; and we used this process to make decisions and enact change on an ongoing basis.
This began within the early stages of data production, whereby Fiona and I engaged in reflection
and description of meaning-making through our communications, notes, journals, within our
planning meetings, and as we engaged in formal and informal conversations together.
However, as the teacher-of-record with many responsibilities, Fiona was not available to
be physically present or “hands-on” for every aspect of the data analysis processes. Instead,
particularly after I concluded spending time in Fiona’s classroom, we met and spoke at regular
“check points” in different capacities (face-to-face, Zoom, phone, text, email) to engage in
collaborative data analysis and to plan for the next steps I would take before we met again. In
each subsequent meeting, Fiona and I would review and discuss what I had continued and/or
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produced, and Fiona would offer feedback as we continued to analyze, revise, and determine
next steps. While “I” engaged in aspects of analysis and various task completions between our
conversations, I suggest that this does not imply I worked alone; rather, we worked
collaboratively but in different capacities toward creating representations of our findings. In this
way, we invited and affirmed different conceptions of collaborative data analysis to enable
realistic possibilities around each of our positionalities, with Fiona’s analysis often more verbal,
summative, and intermittent, but nonetheless central to the process. In the following sections, I
continue to use the terms “we” and “our,” signifying the collaboration involved throughout these
processes but acknowledging the limitations around what might be assumed or implied by these
terms.
Although students were not able to be involved in many aspects of the data analysis
process due to time restraints and the amount of the data, we also involved students in some
aspects of the analysis where possible and reasonable. For example, we shared survey results
with the class, and invited their observations, takeaways, and suggestions, which also became a
new data source; and we sometimes shared initial themes, trends, or challenges we were noticing
in our data and invited their reflections, reactions, etc. We also actively attended to
considerations of the ways that power might be functioning in the school, classroom, and in this
research as we engaged in our analysis. This included our considerations of how students might
interact differently with different adults due to power networks, and how power functioned
within the school and classroom to enable or constrain certain aspects of EFE, among other
considerations.
In addition, we drew upon postmodern perspectives to inform the data analysis process
by allowing for nonlinearity and fluidity in analysis processes, and by inviting attention to be
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placed on multiple interpretations, singular instances, contradictions, and “snags'' in the data
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1987; Jackson & Mazzei, 2010; Koro-Ljungberg, 2015). Acknowledging
the limitation of potentially privileging my own metanarrative as the “author” of this study
(Pillow, 2003), we sought to explore many angles of EFE’s functioning by pursuing the multiple
meanings and the situated accounts within our data, as well as to explore its instabilities and
silences. In addition, postmodern perspectives invited considerations of the material influences
and forces present in the data (Barad, 2003/2007; Kuby et al., 2015; Lenz-Taguchi, 2010). For
this reason, our analysis process explored both polyvocality and materiality in the data, and
considered how these contributed to our understandings of EFE’s functioning.
Our data analysis involved three “formal” phases, which were negotiated and adjusted as
we moved through these processes in order to explore our research questions, and which
overlapped and intersected in a variety of ways. These included a data reduction and
condensation process, an EFE framework-based analysis, and a polyvocal and material analysis.
Each of these phases is described in the following sections. Importantly, we did not privilege the
identification of themes or other frequency-based ways of understanding the data in these
analysis processes. We worked to place equal importance on data that had multiple iterations and
data that appeared only once, such as that produced during the events we identified as critical
incidents.
Data Reduction. Due to the wide variety of data sources produced and the amount of
time over which this study took place (six months), data reduction was a necessary process as
we began our “formal analysis” after the study’s “completion.” We employed data reduction in
order to “avoid the often serious issue of data overload, i.e., too much detail and too much
material” (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 643). Miles and Huberman (1994) describe data reduction as a
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form of analysis that “sharpens, sorts, focuses, discards, and organizes data” (p. 11). Our data
reduction process began with a teacher-researcher conversation and reflection with the EFE
framework and our data before us. We began by perusing our data while reflecting on the prior
months holistically and in relation to the framework, and jotting down some initials broad
“themes” that stood out to us. We also began to identify critical incidents that stood out in
relation to EFE’s functioning, and added these to our jottings, along with the dates they occurred
and the data we had in relation to those incidents.
Once we had some initial reflections, we began to collaboratively sift through our data
and to determine where to place our additional focus as we worked toward describing our
findings. In this process, our priority was retaining representative examples from various data
sources, voices, and materials in relation to each component of the EFE framework, while
narrowing the amount of data we would continue to analyze. This process was nonlinear and
messy, overlapping and intersecting with both our framework-based analysis and our polyvocal
and material analysis in various ways. An overview of the additional layers of analysis are
described in the following sections.
EFE Framework-Based Analysis. Both during and after our data reduction process, we
engaged in an EFE framework-based analysis. Fiona and I developed a list of codes and
subcodes that correlated with the components of the EFE framework (e.g., “Curriculum
practice,” “student voice,” etc.). While reading and re-reading (or viewing and re-viewing) the
data, we used these codes as we collaboratively engaged in protocol coding. Protocol coding is
“the coding of qualitative data according to a pre-established, recommended, standardized, or
prescribed system” (Saldaña, 2015, p. 151). In this stage of analysis, we focused on the first
research question (“How does EFE function in one urban elementary classroom?”), using
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protocol coding to look at our data through the lens of the EFE framework to determine where
and in what ways we saw the various EFE components in our data. We also analyzed how we
made use of a lens of identity complexity and what this lens did within our analysis, and how
student voice and student learning functioned in this classroom. During and after this process, we
continued to engage in data reduction by grouping coded data together and identifying what we
determined to be representative examples relating to each part of the EFE framework, while
narrowing the amount of data we would continue to analyze. Then, we continued to analyze and
code our remaining data in order to explore the kinds of practices (pedagogical, curriculum,
teacher commitment, family/community connections) that were used in this classroom and how
they functioned, and the ways that we attended to responsiveness to the context and broad
considerations of diversity (EFE foundational components).
Polyvocal and Material Analysis. Another phase of analysis for analyzing our broad
collection of data was a polyvocal and material analysis. This process was used to consider both
of our research questions: How does EFE function in one urban elementary classroom?
And, how do students, a teacher, and a researcher describe and represent the meanings they make
through EFE’s functioning in the classroom? A polyvocal and material analysis provided an
approach for looking at data in a way that embraced paradox, that considered the data from
different angles, and that allowed for multiplicity of meanings and interpretations. Hatch (2002)
describes a polyvocal analysis as a starting point to engage in analysis of a data-based study
rooted in poststructuralism, as it is a “tool for working with data so that polyvocal texts can be
written” (Hatch, 2002, p. 202). Additionally, critical theory embraces the importance of
polyvocality, particularly emphasizing voices that have been marginalized or silenced, in order to
disrupt dominant narratives and challenge power structures in society.

97

Our use of a polyvocal analysis included looking at the voices of the students, the
teacher, and the researcher, as well as additional “outside” voices that appeared in our data and
that influenced our meaning-making and perspectives. We entered the analysis process intending
to consider the possibility of “voices” not located within a human subject and voices that were
absent or that may have been silenced. Using the concept of voice in a way that considers more
than only linguistic expression of ideas and perspectives (see chapter 2), our polyvocal analysis
considered all of our data, including artistic and other non-linguistic data. We began with the
intention of considering these voices from different angles, including consideration of
participants’ shifting or contradictory voices, voices in relation to/overlapping with one another,
and voices as forces or attitudes (e.g., “voice of resistance”).
Hatch’s (2002) description of a polyvocal analysis begins with reading the data for a
sense of the whole and identifying the voices contributing to the data. Next, the researcher rereads the data, marking places where various voices are heard. After deciding which voices to
include in the report, the analyzer “writes a narrative telling the story of each selected voice” (p.
202). Following this, the stories are taken back to contributors for clarification or refinement, and
revisions are made if needed. Using this process as a loose guideline, Fiona and I engaged in a
polyvocal analysis to consider what voices, stories, silences, contradictions, forces, etc. were in
our data, and how these might be represented in our findings. Building upon this analysis
process, we included a material analysis as a component of the data analysis as well. Our
material analysis involved looking across the data to understand how nonhuman entities, matter,
spaces, and time contributed to our understandings of our research questions. Like a polyvocal
analysis, this process included reading and re-reading (or viewing and re-viewing) our data to
identify the presence of time, space, and material influences, and to determine how to represent
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the presence of these entities and/or their interaction with the other stories and representations in
our data.
As a departure from Hatch (2002), we developed aspects of our findings as
“representations” rather than “stories,” aiming to represent elements of a theme, topic, concept,
silence, contradiction, voice, material force, or participant from our data. Rather than organizing
stories around the voices of individual participants, we embraced the possibility of entangled
“representations” that demonstrated the ways different voices, stories, and concepts overlapped
or were intertwined to represent a concept within our data. As we engaged in analysis and sought
to convey our findings, we pondered Pillow’s (2003) question, “How do I do representation
knowing that I can never quite get it right?” (p. 176). For this reason, acknowledging the
impossibility of representation, our representations are positioned as partial and situated,
constructed to produce portrayals of our findings that are open to contestation. We chose various
methods to develop our representations, such as through poetry, arts, excerpts, images, and more
as we worked to represent without implying singular interpretations or fixed meanings within
these representations. The use of varied representation methods leaves open possibilities for
varied interpretations by readers of this research as their own meaning-makers. In some
instances, we excluded any attempt at interpretation, instead creating and inserting a
representation and inviting meaning-making by the reader’s interaction with the data as
presented. In this way, we aimed to distribute the power and subjectivity embedded in
interpretation to each reading and discussion of these findings.
The use of representations to illustrate our findings through varied methods draws
attention to this study’s resistance to implying that findings can be contained and understood
only through conventional writing or that they need a researcher’s description to convey
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meaning. Cannon (2018), for example, considers material, poetic, and artistic possibilities for
producing meaning from transcription data, drawing attention to the interpretive nature of
transcription and challenging the privileging of prose as a way of conveying meaning, since
knowledge produced is always partial and prismatic. In considering the use of poetry, for
example, she contends, “A poetic representation cannot be mistaken for truth because it does not
attempt to take a stable form” (Cannon, 2018, p. 5). She quotes Richardson’s (1997) explanation
of why poetry might be used to represent participant talk: “The poetic form, moreover, because it
plays with connotative structures and literary devices to convey meaning, commends itself to
multiple and open readings in ways that straight sociological prose does not” (Richardson, 1997,
p. 142-143, in Cannon, 2018, p. 5).
In this study, we frequently used poetry to represent our findings. As a form of inquiry,
poetry “can be used as an analytical or reflexive approach as well as a representational form in
qualitative work” (Butler-Kisber & Steward, 2009, p. 3). In particular, we often used found
poetry to represent various aspects of our findings. As a nonlinear process, creating found poetry
involves sifting through data, sorting and rearranging phrases and words to refashion and present
them as poems that synthesize meaning or represent ideas or feelings (Butler-Kisber, 2002;
Prendergast, 2009; Wiggins, 2011). The Academy of American Poets (2021) describes found
poetry as “the literary equivalent of a collage,” preserving but rearranging aspects of existing
texts. Found poetry has also described as an approach for bringing the researcher “closer to the
data in different and sometimes unusual ways that can yield new and important insights” (ButlerKisber, 2002, p. 235) and for “representing holistically what otherwise might go unnoticed”
(Butler-Kisber, 2002, p. 234). Like poetry, I suggest that other types of artistic representations
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offer similar possibilities for conveying findings, and this study also made use of varied ways of
producing and conveying meaning through other artistic representations.
Validity and Ethics
In this research, I draw upon criteria that centralize relationality in considerations of
quality and validity in qualitative research (Lincoln, 1995); that is, validity is understood as
emerging from the ethical relationships within the research. These criteria, which “...recognize
and validate relationships between the inquirer and those who participate in the inquiry”
(Lincoln, 1995, p. 278), include considerations of positionality, community, voice, critical
subjectivity, reciprocity, sacredness, and privilege. Lincoln (1995) discusses the ways
relationality is necessary in each of these criteria, drawing upon Reason and Rowan’s (1981)
assertion that “any notion of validity must concern itself both with the knower and with what is
to be known; valid knowledge is a matter of relationship” (p. 241, emphasis added, in Lincoln,
1995, p. 286). Sacredness criteria, for example, prioritize relationships based on the sharing of
power and “mutual respect, granting of dignity, and deep appreciation of the human condition”
(Lincoln, 1995, p. 284), which is a central commitment within this study and which will be made
known throughout its writing. This perspective of validity aligns with critical perspectives in
many ways. For example, a Freirean conception of dialogue is understood as a horizontal
relationship between people and rooted in trust, respect, love, hope, and critical thinking (Freire,
1972). Many of the components of EFE require or assume the prioritization of relationships and
mutual respect through commitments to listening to and empowering students, exploring
dimensions of student identity, engaging in dialogue, and making change based on student and
teacher perspectives.
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Acknowledging the ways that this research works to my own advantage, I also remained
committed to “sharing the perquisites of privilege” (Lincoln, 1995, p. 284) as much as possible
in this research through its use of participatory and collaborative methods. These processes
offered ongoing opportunities to ensure that the needs and interests of my participants were
centralized such that this research benefited them, as well. I positioned each of us involved in
this study as “genuine” and necessary meaning-producers and decision-makers. Considering how
privilege might be conceptualized “as something that can be distributed or shared like social
capital” (Koro-Ljungberg, 2015, p. 206), I worked to identify possibilities for how my privileged
position might function to enable change and advance the interests of my participants. “Rooted
in emerging conceptions of community, shared governance and decision making, and equity”
(Lincoln, 1995, p. 287), relationality’s functioning and descriptions in this study provide
evidence of its validity and quality.
Using Lincoln's (1995) criteria, distinctions between quality and ethics are collapsed, as
the ethical relationship is central to the rigor and quality of the research, and ethical
considerations become intertwined with validity. However, I offer additional descriptions of
ethical considerations as they related to this study due to its context within an elementary school
and its work with vulnerable populations. This research study involved work with students (fifth
graders), a group that can be described as a vulnerable population. As such, I obtained informed
consent from the students’ guardians and the assent of students themselves prior to beginning the
study after fully and thoroughly describing, both verbally and in writing, the purpose,
procedures, and goals of my study. Hatch (2002) argues, “Participants should know that the
researcher is acting as a researcher even if he or she is also taking on the role of teacher or
administrator” (p. 74). Students and the teacher were both made fully aware of the purpose and
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focus of this study. Throughout the study, I engaged in “ongoing informed consent” (Simons,
2009, p. 103) by reminding the students of the voluntary nature of participation and disclosure of
any information (written or verbal), as well as of their option to fully withdraw from
participation in the research at any time. Fiona also provided ongoing informed consent, and I
emphasized the voluntary nature of this work throughout the study. In addition, in order to
ensure ethical practices within the data production and analysis processes, Fiona was continually
involved in negotiating the data production and analysis, and her voice and perspectives were
consistently consulted when I analyzed, wrote, or created apart from her physical presence.
Reflexivity
My pursuit of this research stemmed partially from my experiences many years ago as an
elementary teacher working with diverse student groups. After graduating with a B.S. in
elementary education and obtaining my first teaching position in a Title I “urban-intensive”
(Milner, 2012) school consisting entirely of students of color and who primarily came from
families living at or below the poverty line, I realized that I had been inadequately prepared to
understand how to create learning spaces that were culturally responsive and engaging for
diverse student groups. I knew little about issues of culture, race, class, and equity in schools, or
how to understand and center my students’ identities and experiences in order to create learning
experiences that were relevant to them. Closely monitored due to failure to meet accountability
metrics, this school emphasized student compliance, teacher-determined routines, and testing
preparation and outcomes. Students resisted; and teachers often responded by attempting to
assert their authority in even stronger ways or by quitting their jobs. In my attempts at trying new
approaches, I began to see the value of inviting students into the decision-making processes
about how learning and routines should function in the classroom. As I found ways to learn
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about them deeply as individuals, to use resources and materials that reflected their identities and
interests, and to co-create with them a classroom space that they enjoyed and in which they
learned, I began to wonder why I had not learned more about these types of approaches in my
teacher preparation program. This was my first experience with thinking about what a culturally
responsive pedagogy might look like, and it eventually would prompt me to leave the classroom
in pursuit of doctoral studies to learn more about teacher preparation, the advancement of equity
in elementary contexts, and teacher leadership, among other issues. As I began my doctoral
coursework and continued to learn about equity and social justice issues in schools, I began to
develop my research agenda around this type of work. My involvement within the TLA at Hope
at a time when culturally responsive teaching and equity was the content focus area for teacher
leaders provided the basis for the emergence of this study to further explore and expand the
application of these ideas.
Reflexivity-as-Bricoleur. Situating myself as “epistemologically . . . curious and
unknowing” (Lather, 2007, p. 9, in Koro-Ljungberg et al., 2009, p. 688), I operate in the
intersection of different theoretical positions and methods, both in this particular study and
currently in my thinking. I acknowledge my emerging but always-incomplete understandings of
various theoretical and methodological perspectives and approaches, and I continue to wonder
about what thinking with different perspectives does within research. My work within the
bricolage in this research acknowledges this curiosity and my interest in exploring how borders,
overlaps, and distinctions might produce different types of thinking or new forms of knowledge.
While I considered (again and again) trying to embrace a decision-juncture (KoroLjungberg et al., 2009) in order to situate myself and my work squarely within one theoretical
perspective and one established methodology, this approach kept resisting itself as I thought and
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wrote, because different ideas and considerations from various epistemological perspectives
were continuing to influence my thinking. This is the result, I imagine, of taking a survey of
qualitative research and other courses in my doctoral program that introduced me to various
paradigms and philosophies (some more deeply than others), courses which often expected me to
“choose one” and conduct my writing and research neatly within that frame, perhaps aligning
with what Lather (1998) described as “the weight put on students to declare themselves as ‘this
or that’ amidst constantly shifting theoretic vocabularies” (p. 487). Working with different
frameworks and methodologies (often temporarily) in this way invited different ways of thinking
and doing; and as I approached this research, some of these different perspectives seemed to be
relevant in different but important ways. I wondered: Should I disregard or ignore some, since
my inability to ‘choose’ one might indicate my lack of understanding? Yet, I view understanding
as always partial and incomplete; and I also wondered what partial understandings might do
within my research, and what resisting or denying them might close off. Which ideas might be
(in)commensurable, and what boundaries might be challenged? How might the regulation of
borders, processes, and discourses challenge me, in return? “Refusing the standardized norms of
any field often results in questions regarding one’s legitimacy or placement within the field in
the first place . . . And yet this critical orientation, risky though it may be, is certainly productive-making available newly dynamic engagements with questions of experience, meaning-making,
and material realities” (Kuntz, 2016, p. 15). In this study, then, I chose to position myself as a
bricoleur in order to invite my different theoretical influences to open up possibilities for what
this research might do, to enable different ideas to both add to and interrupt processes of
meaning-making and knowledge production, and to make use different discourses and
approaches to contribute to this study’s methods and findings.
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Conclusion
In this chapter, I described the purpose of this study and the research questions it
explored. I outlined my methodology and methods for conducting this research, using and
expanding upon case study and participatory methods. I described our analysis process, including
a framework-based analysis and a polyvocal and material analysis. This chapter concludes with a
description of how validity and ethics are addressed through this research. In the following
chapter, I describe our findings from our analysis of the data produced in this study.
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Chapter Four: Findings
Introduction
In our analysis of our broad compilation of data, we identified various findings related to
the questions that guided this study:
● How does EFE function in one urban elementary classroom?
● How do students, a teacher, and a researcher describe and represent the meanings they
make through EFE’s functioning in this classroom?
The data we analyzed included data produced through pedagogical documentation,
conversations, journal entries, field notes, observation notes, and various artifacts and
documents. Using the EFE framework to organize our findings, we provide various descriptions
and representations of the findings produced through our analysis. Representations of our
findings include transcript excerpts of verbatim conversations, verbatim comments from
participants in this study, excerpts from our journals, student work, found poetry, images,
collages, quotations from various voices, the recounting of stories, and more. While
acknowledging the limitations of these representations and the varying alternatives that may be
possible, the purpose of aiming to represent our findings this way was (1) to challenge written
language and researcher-generated language as the primary conveyor of meaning, (2) to affirm
differing ways of representing and making meaning from and through our data, particularly
through the arts, and (3) to work within and against interpretation by providing the reader with
different portrayals and examples of the data itself, alongside our descriptions, and inviting
diverse understandings, including those that challenge our own assertions. As Cohen et al. (2018)
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explain, “Some researchers feel that it is important to keep the flavour of the original data, so
they report direct phrases and sentences, as they are often more . . . direct than the researcher’s
own words” (p. 647).
We engaged in multiple, overlapping “rounds” of data analysis, employing an EFE
framework-based analysis, a polyvocal analysis, and a material analysis. The findings from these
different processes are intertwined in the sections below. After a brief introduction to the
polyvocal and material influences we identified in our analysis and a description of how these
are represented in this chapter, our findings are organized around the components of EFE
framework. Because of the participatory, collaborative nature of this research, I often use the
terms “we,” “us” and “our” in this chapter to represent the way that Fiona and I together
produced this research and these findings. While “I” wrote this chapter, its contents were cocreated through our work together; and while I acknowledge inadequacy with both the terms
“we” and “I,” in this chapter, I typically default to “we” to acknowledge the importance of our
collaboration throughout the study and analysis.
Polyvocal Influences
As we engaged in our polyvocal analysis, we identified several “voices” (in addition to
our own) that appeared in our data and that seemed to influence or have a weight on our
processing, thinking, and decision-making during this study. In this section, I provide a brief
summary of these voices, which are then integrated throughout the chapter. These include: (1)
Media-as-voice, (2) District-as-voice, (3) Curriculum-as-voice, and (4) “Absent” student-asvoice, and (5) “Engaged” student-as-voice. In an effort to represent the ways that these voices
functioned as forces that were inserted into or materialized in our teaching/planning,
conversations, and lives, representations of the voices are integrated throughout the findings, in
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some places appearing as “interruptions” with little or no explanation or interpretation, but
positioned in a way that represents how they “interrupted” or “spoke” in relation to one or more
of our findings.
Media-as-Voice. Throughout this study, Fiona and I engaged regularly with the media

and various news sources, as did students to varying extents. Our initial analysis revealed the
media as an influential “voice” in this study, as topics highlighted by the media, specific articles
or stories, and students’ media engagement appeared in numerous instances in our journals,
conversations with each other, lesson planning, interactions with students, and more. Our
analysis demonstrated that Fiona and I also made regular connections between our own
observations/experiences and what was being reported by the media; and media-as-voice often
engaged with students, as well. In particular, media-as-voice was most frequently present in our
data around the themes of (1) the Covid-19 pandemic, (2) the 2020 U.S. Presidential Election
and related events, and (3) internet games, videos, and social media that captured students’
attention. Media-as-voice is represented through use of the font “American Typewriter” in
this chapter.

District-as-Voice. We identified another voice that was regularly present in our data
as “District-as-Voice,” which includes district and school communications, district and school
leaders, and the person-less “expectations” communicated to teachers in various ways. In our
analysis, we identified various roles that district-as-voice played throughout this study, with a
notable role being that of watchdog or overseer, seemingly a source of ongoing but invisible
surveillance and accountability. Prominent themes in district-as-voice’s communication included
(1) Testing/assessment; (2) Monitoring/surveillance of teachers and students; (3) Instructional
and learning environment expectations; (4) Holidays and events; and (5) Affirmation or
encouragement toward teachers, primarily in connection with academic outcomes.
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representations of this voice are collectively portrayed through use of
the font “Copperplate” in this chapter.
Curriculum-as-Voice. In our polyvocal analysis, we identified “curriculum-as-voice” as a
third voice “speaking” to us regularly in our planning, teaching, and decision-making. This voice
includes “required” curriculum guides, grade level standards, and required assessments as they
appeared in our data and “spoke” to us about our decisions. Broadly, we found that curriculumas-voice often restricted us in our planning; and it continually reminded us of how far “behind”
our students were. It also seemed to push a constant agenda with a to-do list of important tasks,
while simultaneously speaking to us as if our students fell into one of three boxes (ELLs,
students needing reteaching, students “on-level”). Curriculum-as-voice regularly suggested to us
that learning was represented primarily through correctly answering multiple choice questions,
writing responses to a given prompt, or completing graphic organizers. In some ways, this voice
overlapped with “District-as-voice”; but we chose to provided distinction between them in the
representations below due to the differing ways in which they seemed to “speak” to us. Curriculumas-voice is represented in this chapter through use of the font “Agency FB.”
“Absent” Student-as-Voice. We identified “absent student” as a “voice” that appeared in

various ways in this study in our thinking and decision-making based on the absence or
significant disengagement of particular students or groups of students. The inclusion of this
“voice” aims to collectively represent our findings related to the influence of students who,
despite our efforts, were often “absent,” whether physically or through significant lack of
engagement/participation, throughout much of this study. “Absent student-as-voice” was visible
in our conversations, journals, notes, and artifacts as we gleaned information about their
circumstances from the school and/or through the limited interactions we had with these students
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or their family members. This voice is inserted as a (flawed) representation of what we learned,
observed, wondered, or did not know about these students. In this way, this voice, although
rarely “heard,” functioned as a nudging or a weight that influenced our thinking, actions, and
feelings. This voice also serves as a reminder that when we refer to students, we necessarily
mean some students, as there were always students absent, distant, or uncommunicative. We
include this voice through use of the font “ink free,” at times with a strikethrough in this
chapter.
Engaged Student-as-Voice. As contrasted with absent student-as-voice, we also

identified “engaged student” as a collective “voice” that appeared in our data on a daily basis as
we made decisions and drew conclusions based on a large group of students who were
“engaged,” defined as students who were present and participatory at some point in the day
through verbal, written, or visible participation (e.g., hand signals). Importantly, we do not use
this label to imply that absent students were disengaged, having chosen the term absent to better
represent their shared attribute and to avoid assumptions around the reasons for their absence or
silence. Engaged student-as-voice, though containing a wide variety of diverse perspectives,
experiences, ideas, and ways of engaging, represents the ways in which engaged students
collectively influenced our understanding, planning, decision-making, summarizing, concluding,
and so on. We acknowledge this voice’s appearance in our data while problematizing its use and
its potential implications, as any singular grouping of students is likely to minimize or exclude
some more than others. However, we often referred to those students who had been or who we
expected would be engaged and responsive during the school day, and this voice offers a
representation of this group, often referred to in our descriptions of “students” or “fifth graders”
or “kids” when, as previously mentioned, it would be more accurate to say some students or
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some fifth graders or some kids. This also draws attention to the challenges and limitations
around language, representation, and identify complexity. Engaged student-as-voice is
represented through the font Segoe Print in this chapter.

Of course, we did not engage with or respond to these voices in the same ways. Our
interaction with these voices (or lack thereof) took place across a continuum, including rejection,
resistance, tolerance, reflection, engagement, affirmation, and embracing. In some cases, we
worked to reject, resist, or tolerate the voices that appeared. In others, we actively embraced,
engaged with, and placed great attention on the voices.
In this chapter, as I describe our findings related to EFE’s various components, I integrate
these various voices through use of different fonts as described above, in many cases seeking to
represent or insert them without further interpretation. The purpose of this structure is to portray
the ways in which these voices appeared to us or interacted within our data: as intrusions, as
advisors, as contradictions, as forces, as weights, as something – the meaning or influence of
which we were not always fully aware – but as an influence within this research. Unless
indicated, any representation of these voices using the font described are direct quotes,
statements, excerpts, or communications from that particular “voice.”
Material Influences
In our material analysis, we identified numerous examples of matter or nonhuman entities
that were agential in this study. While references to these material influences are embedded
throughout our findings in this chapter, I begin by pointing out some key aspects of our findings
from our material analysis. First, we identified the virus causing the Covid-19 pandemic as a
central material force that drastically influenced the direction, possibilities, and findings of this
study. The Merriam-Webster dictionary defines a “virus” as “a large group of submicroscopic
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infectious agents that are usually regarded as nonliving extremely complex molecules.” As a
“nonliving molecule” (Merriam-Webster, 2021) and an agent itself, the coronavirus appeared
unexpectedly and acted forcefully throughout this research, intersecting with lives, contexts, and
other matter (e.g., the school building). In this study, Covid-19’s numerous insertions into our
data point to its inseparability from all that was produced in and through this research. It
challenged our understanding of the roles of teachers, researchers, and students; and it required
us to reimagine school itself.
The virus also prompted or enabled a new type of agency to be produced in various other
matter. Students’ laptops, for example, functioned as a kind of “porthole” into their homes and
lives, enabling “school” to be reimagined and reconfigured to adapt to the virus’s functioning.
Face masks became a centered material consideration, both enabling and constraining learning in
different ways (students could return to school with masks on; masked students and teachers had
difficulty with pronunciation, articulation, facial expression, etc.). During eLearning class,
students’ glasses reflected YouTube or Minecraft on their computer, cueing teachers as to their
distraction; and pet cats, dogs, rabbits, and lizards joined class unexpectedly, rerouting lessons
and conversations. Our curriculum materials, represented in this chapter through “curriculum as
voice,” were also agential in what was made (im)possible throughout this study.
In addition, we identified ways that absent matter, imagined matter, and representations
of matter were agential in this research. For example, our data often references instances and
outcomes when students did not have their book, a writing tool, a light, a chair and desk, a
computer charger, a notebook, electricity, internet connection, and so on. School uniforms, as a
previously important regulator of students’ appearance, became irrelevant, replaced with
blankets wrapped around heads, pajamas, or no shirts at all. Some examples of absent, imagined,
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and representational matter are described in this chapter, including an imagined coffee cup, an
imagined runway, an imagined desk, bitmojis as representations of selves interacting with
representations of matter, emojis as representations of selves, and more. These examples point to
the intra-action between human and nonhuman entities that produced something together which
could/would not have been produced apart.
In the following sections, our findings are loosely organized around the various
components of the EFE framework. First, I describe findings related to EFE’s foundational
component of context responsiveness. Next, I discuss findings related to identity complexity.
Following this, I include a section on each of the four categories of practices in the EFE
framework: Pedagogical practices, curricular practices, practices related to family and
community connections, and teacher commitment practices. Finally, this chapter concludes with
findings related to student voices and student learning. Our findings related to polyvocality and
materiality are intertwined within these sections to represent the ways in which they related to
EFE’s functioning in this study. Of course, the findings described in each of these sections also
have overlaps and connections to other elements of the EFE framework, despite my locating of
them in one particular section; and I invite additional considerations of these overlaps and
connections as the sections below are read.
Responsiveness to Context as All-Encompassing
“I don’t think district knows what the hell they are doing this year.
With anything.
Whether it be content or whether it be Covid…
They are a mess!”
The quote above came from a conversation that took place early on in the school year,
and offers a representation of our finding about the way that the context framed our study. As the
framework suggests, we found that responsiveness to context was all-encompassing, with
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relevance to various practices and factors throughout this study. Contextual factors and
references thereof were persistently present in our data. As a material force itself, the context
actively shaped our decisions and experiences in various ways, as we also pursued contextual
understandings and responsiveness. It both inserted itself and was summoned by us into the
teaching and learning environment and into our thinking and decision-making, as evidenced in
our conversation notes, journals, field notes, communications, audio recordings, and teaching
artifacts.
The global and national events that unfolded during the course of this study required
responsiveness to contextual factors in ways that extended far beyond what we initially
considered in terms of context responsiveness as the foundation of EFE. In our early stages of
analysis, it became apparent that EFE’s functioning in this research involved the expansion of
the “Responsiveness to Context” component beyond school and community factors to also
consider broader factors that impacted students’ daily lives. As we analyzed our data, we
identified various major national and global events that took place and became relevant
contextual factors, including the Covid-19 Pandemic, Black Lives Matter protests, the 2020
United States presidential election and inauguration, the 2020-2021 U.S. election protests, the
storming of the United States Capitol building and riot against the 117th U.S. Congress, and
more. In many ways, these events and circumstances became intertwined with different aspects
of our classroom experiences; and representations of these are included in subsequent sections of
this chapter.
In addition, on both a national and local level, a broad transition from in-person
instruction to “eLearning” or “virtual learning” was a significant contextual factor requiring our
responsiveness. In this study, we found the transition to eLearning to require responsiveness to

115

context in a way that essentially redefined “school” to include bedrooms, kitchen tables, auntie’s
houses, parks, malls, and more. As described previously, when Fiona learned she would begin
the year with an eLearning classroom (and before we knew the extent of contextual factors that
would become relevant), Fiona and I initially wondered whether we should postpone this
research, before ultimately deciding that actively pursuing this research together during this time
seemed urgent and that we would adjust as needed. In this way, EFE functioned in this study to
prompt new considerations of what contextual factors were intersecting with our students’ lives,
to broaden our conception of context, and to facilitate our decision-making at the intersection of
multiple contextual considerations.
A Balancing Act: Responsiveness, Flexibility, and High Expectations. With both
connections to responsiveness to context and advancing equity through pedagogical practices,
this section represents one finding about EFE’s functioning in this classroom: Our ongoing
attempts to balance responsiveness, flexibility, and high expectations in order to advance equity
in this new and challenging context. Our data represents the constant tension we felt between
wanting to ensure we supported kids’ ongoing academic growth and wanting to ensure we were
understanding and responsive to the ongoing and new challenges families were facing during
this time. On the one hand, we felt that too much pressure was being placed on the academic

District-as-voice

academics are at the forefront…
Leadership team walkthrough WEEKLY
Everything Has to be tied to a standard!!
Basics should be in practice at all times
Feedback implemented immediately

Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (school communication)
Figure 2. District-as-Voice: Academics are at the forefront.
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agenda, as we increasingly understood the ways that the economically disadvantaged and people
of color were being disproportionately impacted by the pandemic. We understood the reality that
academics could not be a top priority for many families as they needed to prioritize health,
income, and other basic needs; and we did not want school responsibilities to be an added
stressor to families during this challenging time. On the other hand, we observed the ways that
many kids, often without an adult at home to monitor them during eLearning, responded to the
feeling of flexibility by spending extensive time doing what might be best called “kid things”
during school-at-home – play instead of work, avoid assignments, watch YouTube, play video
games, and miss or skip classes; and we were continually negotiating how to best navigate these
circumstances.
Media-As-Voice
Harvard Researcher Discusses Why COVID-19 Is Devastating Communities Of
Color
Sept. 6, 2020
“…We cannot go away from the fact that structural racism is playing a huge role in
these disparities. When testing sites first started popping up across America, they
tended to pop up in certain neighborhoods, and they tended to be wealthier
neighborhoods of mostly white Caucasians.
Another thing, too, is some of the initial testing sites required people to drive and get
testing. It was drive-through testing. So what does it mean when a person of color
does not own a car? And so what we believe that was happening is lack of testing in
communities of color was leading to higher spread of COVID-19.”
Excerpt from Weekend Edition Sunday (Garcia-Navarro & Figueroa, 2020).
Figure 3. Media-as-Voice: COVID-19 is devastating communities of color.

In addition, the extent to which kids were expected to have their video camera turned on
during our zoom classes was a constant tension for us. We often discussed the equity issues
related to this topic, such as the extent to which kids/families were comfortable with everyone in
the class seeing into their homes, Wi-Fi challenges that were heightened when cameras were on,
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etc., and we worked to challenge our own assumptions about why students might need to/prefer
to keep their cameras off. With this in mind, we prioritized building a class community and
sought to encourage rather than require students to turn their cameras on during eLearning class.

District-as-voice
students must enable the camera function on their computers so that
the teacher can identify them. Students who log into Canvas to do their
daily assignments but do not log into the live sessions with their
teachers may be marked as absent unless other arrangements have been
made with the teacher.
Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (District eLearning Guiding document)
Figure 4. District-as-Voice: Students must enable camera functions.

However, in the majority of cases, students who kept their cameras off during class also
did not participate in any other ways, whether through verbal or typed responses or through
engaging in any class work with us. In some cases, students seemed to log in to class only for
attendance purposes, walking away from the computer after attendance was submitted and
leaving their cameras off and microphones muted for the remainder of class. Students themselves
sometimes lamented this (“I'm the only one with my camra on…it's kind of making me feel like
the only student here” Isabella, 10/13, Zoom chat), and it often seemed to have a domino effect –
students would gradually turn off cameras as they saw an increase in the number of others doing
the same. The following found poem provides a representation of a regular occurrence in Fiona’s
eLearning classroom, comprised from field notes and pedagogical documentation.
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An Hourly Iteration
(Midway through a lesson)
[Ana], Are you there?
[Ana]?
[Ana], Are you there, can you hear me?
[Aaah-naaaa] (sing-songy)
[Ana], Please turn your camera on.
Or unmute yourself.
[Ana], if you’re there, type in the chat please.
(Waiting; silence)
Okay, umm.
Okay, [Miguel], go ahead instead.
Aside from this ongoing challenge, a variety of other material and contextual factors were
constantly interacting within the classroom. Kids – when they were able to or convinced to turn
their cameras on – sat in front of their laptops with small siblings in their laps, pets running by,

Figure 5. Two students leave cameras on but disappear during eLearning class
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relatives walking or talking in the background, and televisions on in the same room that “I can’t
shut off because my grandpa is watching it right now” (Student statement, field notes, 11/4); or
they left their cameras on but disappeared for varying amounts of time (see Figure 5). In some
cases, students could not even unmute themselves, because when they did, the noise occurring
around them was too excessive and we were unable to hear the student clearly. Many kids were
joining eLearning class from rooms that were poorly lit or completely dark; and a persistent beep
often echoed in the background from behind multiple kids’ devices any time they unmuted,

District-as-voice
While not ideal as we currently know it, the 21st century learner is in
fact poised to be engaged through a variety of media and remote
platforms as part of their natural environment.
Our plan to engage today’s technology with best practices through
eLearning is predicated on the robust nature of planned lessons and
activities that stretch beyond the classroom walls and meets the
learner where comfort and challenge intersect. The 2020-21 academic
year will show us how tough we are as professionals, and how our
ability to adapt will lead all industries to do better for children and
youth.
Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (District eLearning Guiding document)
Figure 6. District-as-voice: The 21st century learner is poised to be engaged.

signaling a smoke alarm battery needing replacement. Various students were continually
explaining to us why there were late, absent, or missing work; others didn’t explain at all or were
rarely present to explain (See representations below: figure 10 and found poem, “Where have
you been?! Where is your work?”). We constantly worked to navigate these factors in ways that
were responsive to their circumstances but that also aimed to maximize the support and learning
in our virtual classroom. Our data demonstrated that our response to contextual factors that may
have a negative impact on learning neither ignored nor critiqued the circumstances, perhaps best
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described as responding to them, which often included some iteration of (1) Noticing and asking
about the issue in a nonjudgmental way, (2) Proposing a tentative solution/workaround, or
working with the student to identify a solution, and (3) Moving on quickly regardless of whether
the issue was resolved. For example:
Sam: It’s – it’s pretty dark in your room there, are you…can you see your book okay?
Kiara: Um, yeah. Yeah, I think I’m fine.
Sam: I wonder, hmm – is there a light you can turn on, or, or a curtain you can open?
Kiara: Well, that light – it’s out. It…it don’t work.
Sam: Okay, um. Okay. Well let me know if… well the text is on Canvas here, too, so, if
you have a hard time, just look in today’s module. Okay?
In other examples where kids had various distractions and interferences around, our
attempts to problem-solve with students included helping the student identify an alternative
location in their house to join class, to speak with family members to find out what possibilities

District-as-voice
For students in eLearning, some tests will be administered online and
the Test Administrator will monitor test-takers via Zoom. Students
should be in a quiet, distraction-free room without posters/notes with
would aid in student responses.
Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (District communication)
Figure 7. District-as-voice: Students should be in a quiet, distraction-free room.

there were to minimize distractions, or to ask the student to remind the sibling/family
member/visitor that they were in class. In some instances, we invited the “contextual factor” into
class (“Awww Jenny, is that your little sister? Hi Jenny’s sister! What’s your name? Want to
help us in 5th grade today?” Fiona, from field notes, 9/21/20). We also summoned our own and
students’ imagination and imagined material conditions, asking them to “pretend like you are at
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your desk at school” or to “hang that [poster we had students make] on your pretend whiteboard”
to prompt their perception of a school-like environment.
Beyond the factor of students’ home-as-school, we had to continually respond to the
contextual challenges of eLearning while navigating the school and district pressures for
academic progress. This included working to adapt lessons,
materials, and strategies to a virtual learning setting, and
being responsive to the challenges that new or unstable
technology presented through ongoing communication,
flexibility, and adjustments to our plans. Fiona, for
example, used an application called “Remind” to connect
with families and share announcements when needed (“Hi
everyone!! Currently our internet is down at school! As
soon as we get reconnected we will be back on!!”) (see
figure 8).

Figure 8. Internet outage announcement to families

Our commitment to understanding and being responsive to contextual factors often
presented new challenges. With equity at the forefront of our decision-making, we struggled to
determine what “realistic expectations” for our students should look like, as we considered how
to both hold students accountable for academic work/growth and to be flexible and reasonable in
what we expected. As the eLearning year began, Fiona and I made adjustments to how classes
and assignments were structured, to the work we expected students to complete, and to how we
“evaluated” student performance. Initially, we sought to be overly flexible and understanding,
leaving assignments open and encouraging students to work on them “whenever they could get to
it” because “we know this is new and you all have a lot going on” (field notes, August, 2020).
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However, we began to see that this gradually led to students viewing the majority of their work
as optional, and we had to re-evaluate how we approached classwork and assignments. We began
trying to incorporate additional accountability measures and motivational approaches to balance
responsiveness with high expectations. As Fiona pointed out, “We really have to be on them or…
it doesn’t seem like a lot of them are going to do any reading or assignments at all” (field notes,
Sept. 2020).
Balancing high expectations with flexibility and responsiveness was further complicated
as we began to learn the extent to which reasonable and realistic expectations were very different
for different students. We had students who never or rarely attended class, nor did any
assignments; others who attended class but rarely completed assignments; and still others who
rarely came to class but attempted assignments (often unsuccessfully). We began to meet with
students individually and in groups to review their assignment log together, set goals, help solve
problems, and hear from them regarding challenges with task completion in order to respond
according to individual circumstances. We also began to implement incentives aimed at
motivating students to engage with academic tasks; and we continually worked to balance these
expectations with responsiveness to individual circumstances. Often, this took the form of
excusing assignments or leaving assignments un-scored if the student missed class or shared with
us a situation that prevented him/her from completing the task. Even at the most “successful”
times, students overall struggled to meet the minimum expectations we put in place aimed at
engaging them in academic tasks. Figure 9 provides an image from the teacher gradebook, with
red spaces indicating late or missing student work. Dashes indicate work left incomplete and
unscored.
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Following this image are additional representations of our findings related to
responsiveness to context, including figure 10 (eLearning challenges) and figure 11 (The
district’s learning management system crashes in the middle of a school day), two found poems
representing contextual factors students experienced during these study, and insertions from
media-as-voice and district-as-voice. Found poems are composed of an assemblage of student
voices, including written and spoken comments, stories, or communications, except where
indicated by brackets. No modifications were made to students’ grammar or spelling.

Figure 9. Teacher Gradebook Excerpt
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Figure 10. eLearning challenges.

Figure 11. The district’s learning management system crashes in the middle of the school day.
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Media-As-Voice

NPR Poll: Financial Pain From Coronavirus Pandemic 'Much, Much Worse' Than
Expected

“In America's four largest cities, at least half of people say they have experienced the
loss of a job or a reduction in wages or work hours in their household since the start
of the coronavirus outbreak. That's the finding of a new poll published Wednesday by
NPR, the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation and the Harvard T.H. Chan School of
Public Health.
Many of these problems are concentrated among Black and Latino households in the
four cities, according to the poll, which gathered responses from July 1 through Aug
3.”
Excerpt from NPR health shots (Neel, 2020)
Figure 12. Media-as-voice: Financial pain from coronavirus much, much worse than expected.

“I wish Covid was not a thing at all”
Fifth graders’ wishes and stories
A found poem

I wish Covid was not a thing at all,
and i wish we didn't have to go through this.
my life is way diffrent now because of covid.
We barely can hug each other,
we barely can talk,
we barely can play with each other.
When it keep spreding I got really scared.
And we can’t go too school
because my brother has asthma,
and he will get really bad
and asthma kids and adults can’t take that virus,
they may or not survive.
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I wish this could all go away and
everything can go back to normal.
I really miss my friends and I really miss my family.
Sometime in August

me and my mother, uncles, and grandparents
caught Covid-19
we all test positive.
it was so scary.
my grandfather was so sick that could not get up
I lost my sense of taste and smell
My mom had to stay away from us until she got her results.
When they got back they were POSITIVE
now everyone had it.
it was SO crazy

everyone was just sick
i wish nobody got it and
i wish it be gone soon so everbody dont get sick
And everbody gets there job
the people that want to make or making our world better,
they are hard workers.
i wish to them love,
to not get sick

I wish Covid was not a thing at all.

District-as-voice
ACCESS TO INTERNET
Our district recognizes access to the Internet is a barrier for many
students… However, through community partnerships, we hope to
remove that barrier for as many of our families as possible.
Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (District Communication)
Figure 13. District-as-voice: Access to the internet.
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“Where have you been!? Where is your work?”
A series of 5th graders’ eLearning challenges, interruptions, or excuses
A found poem
it because my mom is like really pregnant now
so I have to help her do sometimes
and right now im about to help her wash her hair
but I promise I will get the [assignment done]
----

i wasn't here last week because
my internet cut out for like the hole week
and my power went out on tuseday
---Sorry i wAs helping my grandma bring in food!
---we have beent rying to [log on to zoom] but
the internet keep kicking us out
---my computer is having difficulties and i'm really angry
it says error on everything i pull up
eroor 500
---the arparments say theyre gonna do something for cacaroaches
and we have to be out 4 hours
so just remind ms [teacher] about that
in case i’m not in her math and scince class
---i do not have my book im at my aunite home
----

my wifi bout to go out
so if I leave the meeting
that why
cause my mom did not pay for it,
she went out to pay for it now
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i couldnt do my writing work because it was a cleaning day
---Sorry the electricity went out
---so some case i don`t do all my independent work
is because, i have to be out of my house
---I hate it that we have to work on the computer
then the internet goes out
then it rains powers out
its not as fun as school
and how i have difficulties
and everyone else is just fine
how i glitch and my teacher does to
and sometimes we cant here
and alot of thing i don't like
---waking up every day
stay on a chair
watch a screen
and have tons of assingments
due in a time frame every day
and be tired everyday
its over whelming ...
----

it been really hard focusing because
my grandma just died
but im doing all my work
to bring up my grade.
---im helping my aunt with her new born
or helpig her with kids
and sometimes my compter dont work
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but i be in class everyday now

---I’m really sorry I’m late,
I had to help my little brother get into class,
His computer wasn’t working
And he couldn’t figure it out.
---I wish I was in real school.
----

District-as-voice
Regular and punctual attendance is one of the most important factors
in any school environment, but particularly eLearning. eLearning will
follow established District attendance protocols and procedures as
defined in School Board policy. Parents and students are responsible
for attendance, which shall be required of all students during the
days and hours that school is in session. While enrolled in eLearning,
students are expected to:
➢ Log into live sessions with their teachers each scheduled school day.
➢ Attend online class as scheduled.
➢ Be prepared to start online classes on time.
➢ Demonstrate appropriate digital citizenship behavior while online.
Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (District Communication)
Figure 14. District-as-voice: Regular and punctual attendance.

Lens of Identity Complexity
Our findings related to the EFE component focused on the need for greater attention
around student identity complexity include (1) Group labels as signifiers about academic
performance, and (2) Space for student expression enabling multifaceted portrayals of student
selves.
Group Labels as Signifier. In our analysis, we identified frequent language that offered
narrow and simplistic portrayals of students perpetuated through curriculum, leadership, district,
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and colleague voices. In a finding that was unsurprising to us, we noticed frequent use of terms
that labeled students with a focus on singular characteristics and seemed to neglect attention to or
consideration of other aspects of student identities. In this way, this finding disrupted and worked
against EFE’s call to place attention on student identity complexity. Language we noticed in our
data analysis and, in some cases, even caught ourselves using, is represented in the found poem
below.

[Identities, simplified]
ELLs
ELL kids
ESE kids
[ESE teacher’s] student(s)
Behavior kids
Tier 3 kids
Tier 2 kids
Bubble kids
Below level kids
Monolinguals [A language other than English]
Kids that count [on state testing]
Non-counters [on state testing]

A common thread in this language used to describe and group students was its connection to
academic performance on assessments. This labeling seemed to function to draw attention to
students’ deficits in relation to testing, signifying, for example, that these students may be likely
to perform this way on the assessments due to this aspect about them; and the messaging and
structures reinforcing testing as central also reinforced the ease of return to or use of the terms
above. At times, this language also served as signifier as to whose “responsibility” certain kids
would be in relation to testing or preparing them for testing. After one particular day that

131

included an after school “multi-tiered system of supports” (MTSS) meeting, I reflected the
following in my journal:
A hidden message seemed to be infused into most aspects of the day: “Our kids are
behind. They need to meet academic targets. The most important thing about them and
about everything that takes place in the classroom is that students demonstrate growth in
reading, writing, math, and science.” To challenge this narrative feels like swimming
upstream. Can we really reframe how we think about and perceive kids as complex
individuals without overthrowing these dominant ideologies in schools?
While certainly the use of language to quickly sort students into groups based on the
types of the support they might need can be argued to have a purpose, we also noted that this
worked actively against our goals around using a lens of identity complexity in order to affirm
students’ diverse and complex identities. The power of the testing-focused system flowed
through this language, perpetuating a narrative about students in terms of what is most important
about them or how they should be understood.
Similarly, our curriculum included examples of grouping students in simplistic ways as a
signifier around their supposed deficits. Our primary curriculum resource, for example, began a
section on students learning English with the statement, “English Language Learners (ELLs) will face the
double challenge of meeting grade-level academic expectations while simultaneously acquiring English” (Ready Florida
LAFS, 2014, p. A22).

Curriculum-as-Voice
English Language Learners (ELLs) will face the double challenge of meeting grade-level academic expectations while
simultaneously acquiring English.
Figure 15. Curriculum-as-voice: English language learner challenges.

This statement, while unclear, could be interpreted as suggesting that ELLs will also not
be meeting grade level expectations, seemingly ignoring the possibility that students may meet or
exceed grade level academic expectations in their native language, or perhaps in English even
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despite their “ELL” designation. We reflected that this statement would be better phrased, “Some
ELLs will face the double challenge of acquiring English while also being expected to
demonstrate grade level academic expectations in English rather than their native language”
(Conversation excerpt, August 2020). In a related example, the curriculum’s “ELL” sidebars
often provided guidance as if all ELLs required the same support. For example:

Figure 16. Curriculum-as-voice: Curriculum guide sidebar on supporting ELLs. (Ready Florida LAFS, 2014, p. 24)

This image provides a representation of the assumptions perpetuated about students’
knowledge (or lack thereof) as a singular group. This example, in particular, stood out to us, as
many of our students learning English were soccer players themselves and did not need “context
about the game of soccer,” but perhaps needed translation or vocabulary support. While it may
be unreasonable for curriculum resources to provide steps and resources for supporting a wide
variety of language learners with various backgrounds, native languages, knowledges, and
experiences, curriculum guides might, at a minimum, challenge simplistic implications about
what students know or need. As I noted in one reflection:
These ELL sidebars are usually worthless! Wouldn’t they be more beneficial if they
provided quick translations or picture resources for us, so that we didn’t have to try to
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use Google Translate to look up translations for key words, rather than offering
unhelpful suggestions about what they assume our students do not know?
In our analysis, we noticed what was omitted from the curriculum, as there was no guidance or
prompting around understanding students as complex individuals; and we identified the absence
of resources that benefitted us and our students, in particular. Figure 17 provides a reimagined
curriculum guide sidebar that we developed during one conversation as a representation of how
this resource might have been more beneficial to us:
English Language Learners
Build Meaning
Background Knowledge Ask students about their experience
with/understanding of soccer. (Spanish: Sabes fútbol?). Invite
them to draw or explain their familiarity. Display the key
translations and the visuals provided below. If they are
unfamiliar with the game, provide the following summary:
Soccer is a game played on a field by two teams. Each team tries
to kick a ball into the other team’s net. (Spanish: El fútbol es un
juego jugado en un campo por dos equipos. Cada equipo intenta
patear una pelota a la red del otro equipo.)
Additional translations available at: https://translate.google.com/
Figure 17. Curriculum guide sidebar reimagined

Space for Student Expression. Employing a lens of identity complexity was not always
something that we did naturally; but as we continued to revisit this idea, we intentionally pursued
this lens and sought to challenge simplistic portrayals or assumptions. We found that our
ongoing attempts to learn about students alongside our ongoing analysis and organization of data
helped us increasingly employ this lens, most likely in more ways than we would have
otherwise. In this way, this research and its data analysis helped facilitate our own learning, new
considerations, and intentionality around this topic.
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As an overlap with pedagogical practices, Fiona and I used various approaches to get
know students and to allow them to express their own identities – who they perceived themselves
to be and how they wanted to be understood. We found that creating opportunities and space for
students to express different things about themselves and to share about their lives helped both us
and others learn about them in various ways, enabling multifaceted portrayals and
understandings of students. We used this provision of space, whether through class discussions,
activities, lunch bunches, discussion boards, one-on-one conversations, and more – to actively
pursue learning about students from their own perspectives; and even without our pursuit,
students often used this space to reveal themselves in new ways. Viewing ourselves as learners
of students (perhaps overlapping with practices related to teacher commitment) prompted us to
create space and pursue opportunities for students to express and share different things about
themselves, and to facilitate conversations around the topic of identity. In our material analysis,
we also recognized the ways that space and time as nonhuman agents enabled new learning
about students’ complex selves.
Students had many aspects of their lives they wanted to share and provided as
expressions of themselves. Unsurprisingly, given various opportunities, prompts, and avenues to
share about themselves, there was little overlap between how students talked about themselves
and how they were often talked about or referred to (e.g., see found poem, Identities,
simplified). To represent our findings about students as complex, layered individuals and in
the ways that they described themselves, we developed “found poems” aimed at offering
(necessarily partial and incomplete) glimpses into students as complex individuals. Guided by
our EFE framework-based analysis in which we created subcodes around issues of student
identities, we included various comments from students sharing about themselves and their lives.
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In connection with our philosophical perspective that invites singular instances to inform our
understanding, we did not seek to represent the number of times a topic appeared; rather, we
sought to examine our data broadly and incorporate any language in which students described
something about themselves.
Jenny, the subject of the poem included here, was an eager, vocal student in Fiona’s
classroom who sometimes encouraged others in the class to talk more when she felt they were
too quiet – although she appeared nervous and uncomfortable when presenting or “in charge” of
the classroom. Jenny was never absent, but occasionally late or missing when she had to help one
of her younger siblings with their classroom, computer problems, etc. She often had her younger
sister appear with her in the screen on zoom; and in our drama unit, Jenny wrote a play and cast
herself as the mother. In and outside of class, she worked hard and completed classwork
assignments consistently, and enjoyed showing everyone her most recent artwork.
The representation below is comprised only of Jenny’s words (aside from filler words
indicated with brackets), pieced together from various conversations, writings, and activities. In
many cases, we chose a singular instance of language for which various iterations were present
in our data. For example, in the poem below, we chose one particular phrase from Jenny that
represented her love of drawing (“I LOVE to draw”), although this interest of Jenny’s
appeared in multiple ways in our data. This poems can be sharply contrasted with the language
that we found to be used to describe students by curriculum and district-as-voice, as represented
following Jenny’s found poem. We found these voices to continually, though likely
unintentionally, reinforced the prominence of singular and fixed identity categories centered
around academic (and sometimes behavioral) expectations.
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Jenny

[AKA], Spooky Jenny
Elf Jenny

Pumpkin Jenny
I really like to celebrate holidays.
I don’t really care about presents that much,
I just really want to spend time with my family and all that.
I have a sister, who is a little diva!
We are one year apart.
And I have a brother,
and a LOT of half-sisters.
A lot of people don’t know this about me, but
I have a middle name.
Natalia.
I have a caring heart.
I am
kind, sweet,
funny, and clumsy.
And TIRED!
I am
Dominican and Puerto Rican.
My dad is Puerto Rican, and my mom is Dominican.
The music, the food, the colors are
A big part of my life.
I like music, and math.
I LOVE to draw.
I also watch a lot of ‘snake discovery’
And youtuber Flamingo.
I can’t dance, but

I really like singing!
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My favorite snack is chips, [and]
My favorite song is,

The Show Must Go On!

Come
on shake
💃 🕺
💃 your
🕺 body
💃
do
🕺 that
💃 conga

🕺 know
💃 you
🕺 cant
💃 control
🕺 yourself
💃 any
🕺 longer
💃
🕺💃🕺💃
My mom’s car recently broke down, so
we can’t see [our friends] right now.
It’s really loud in my house,
Like, REALLY loud.
[I wish for] PEACE and QUIET!
I want new books soooo bad.
I want to go to the library.
Mostly any kind of books, but
Fiction is my go-to.
I really like playing video games, like
Among Us and Roblox.
In 2021, I want Covid gone.
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District-as-voice: A Student Summary Example

Artifact Retrieved from district Web Portal
Figure 18. District-as-voice: A student summary example

District-as-voice: Student Information Tracked in their digital Files

Artifact Retrieved from district Web Portal
Figure 19. District-as-voice: Student information tracked in digital files
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Creating spaces where students had time and opportunities to talk, share, socialize, and
respond to topics/prompts also helped us notice and respond to situations where students
expressed complex or even contradictory representations of themselves. For example, in the
following excerpt, Kiara was participating in a “lunch bunch” conversation with classmates
about the upcoming holidays:
Kiara: Well, well technically I really…. I kind of don’t want no presents either, because I
just wanna know what my sibling is. I just want to know that. That’s all present one. But
also… also I can’t deny my other side (gestures to the left)- The other side that wants a
lot of things, a lot of things (smiles) on this side here. (gestures to the right). On this side
(gestures left), I just want to know what the baby is, so like. Yeah.
Here, Kiara expressed both not wanting presents as she only wanted to know about her new baby
sibling, and also wanting a lot of things. She voiced two contradictory versions of her wants. In
this instance, another student proceeded to affirm Kiara’s “two sides” and to express enthusiasm
about her new sibling. Creating space, then, worked to help each of us, including students
themselves, to reflect on and learn about students as unfixed and multifaceted people.
Advancing Equity through Pedagogical Practices
In our analysis, we identified various connections and expansions from the EFE category
“Advancing equity through pedagogical practices.” Our findings in relation to this domain relate
to the following topics: (1) An emphasis on relationship and community building, (2) The giving
and receiving of support and care, (3) The establishment of a democratic classroom environment,
(4) Making learning relevant and personal, and (5) Humanizing approaches to learning and
classroom management. Each of these is described in the sections below.
Relationship and Community Building. A central, ongoing practice evident in various
ways throughout this study was an emphasis on relationship and community building in Fiona’s
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classroom, both early on as the school year began and through the conclusion of this study. In
both planned and unplanned ways, Fiona consistently integrated activities, conversations,
routines, etc., throughout the day aimed at building relationships and a strong classroom
community; and many students were responsive to, engaged during, and expressed value toward
these aspects of the day. For example, Fiona started “just for fun” conversations with students
through “Would you rather Wednesdays” (“Would you rather be in a pool of slime OR
sprinkles?”), engaging with and responding to students’ ideas (“I agree!! I am
#TeamSprinkles!!”); and we held weekly (or more frequent) “lunch bunches,” inviting students
to join us for lunch and to chat or play games. We used the discussion board feature on Canvas to
develop “community check-ins” (see Figure 20) or conversations starters about “non-academic”
topics; and we played music (songs requested by students) while students had “free time” to chat
with one another in the Zoom chat, which many of them loved to do.

Figure 20. A “Community Check-In” discussion board.

141

Figure 21. A game students played at the start of one class.

In this category, we identified the subtheme of diminished social lives as related to and
reinforcing our practices around relationship and community building during eLearning. Our
data contains frequent references to the ways in which students’ social lives seemed to be
disrupted by the pandemic and how that might be impacting other aspects of their wellbeing; and
we felt a sense of urgency around providing at least some space and time for “non-academic”
social interactions within our tightly-scheduled eLearning school day. Students themselves often
brought up the things they missed about school or the reasons they were having a hard time with
eLearning. The found poem below, composed of direct student quotes, represents this subtheme
from students’ perspective:
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Doing Online School
I really miss my friends
And
I don't get to see them at all during covid.
Online,
We can't really

make friends

like we would at school.
At school,
we have recess together.
but online,
we don't.
[At school]
we have lunch together
but online
we can't.

Media-as-voice
For Some Kids, Distance Learning Is Rough. For Others It's Excruciating
“Even before the coronavirus hit, mental health problems like depression and anxiety
were on the rise in children from ages 6 to 17, according to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention. Research shows social isolation can make these symptoms
worse. Currently there’s little hard data about how the pandemic is affecting
children’s mental health, mostly because the outbreak is still unfolding and research
takes time. The little that scientists have measured is worrisome….
‘They’re giving up hope,’ Trotter said. ‘There’s nowhere to go. There’s nothing to do.
There’s nothing to connect with. There’s just deflatedness.’”
Retrieved from KQED news (McClurg, 2020)
Figure 22. Media-as-voice: For some kids, distance learning is excruciating.
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Fiona’s prioritization of relationship building also involved regular engagement with her
students about non-academic topics, despite this “taking away” from “instructional time.” She
chatted with students, inquired about their lives, noticed and commented on what was new, and
made connections to previous conversations or knowledge she had about them. The found poem
below provides a representation of Fiona’s interactions with students in relation to relationship
and community building as a practice.

“We have work to get done, but…”
Voiced by Ms. Peters
A found poem
How is your mom?
Your little brother is 4 now, right?
[Student: He’s 5!]
Oh that’s right!
Did you cut your hair since I saw you last?
I really, really love it!
What color are you dying your hair this weekend?
Does your brother still love Sonic the Hedgehog?
Let’s take a dance party break!
What’s that new Drake song?
I’m kind of doing the Toosie slide!
Your third grade teacher told me you are a great artist.
What are you drinking?
Boba tea?!
Let me take a picture to show to [teacher] –
that is her favorite!
Meanwhile, district messaging continually portrayed a sense of urgency about
academic achievement and ensuring our students are meeting benchmarks
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and get testing completed and ensure students are making growth on
diagnostics and everything has a purpose and academics must be at the
forefront… [Quotes retrieved from various artifacts and district/school communications].
Indeed, this represented a point of tension for us as we sought to make equity-centered
decisions, and we often noticed ourselves defending time allocated to “relationship and
community building practices,” resisting the urgency and pressure on maximizing time-on-task
with an academic focus. There were many needs to address, including academic, social,
emotional and physical needs; and we always questioned how we could better balance our
attention to these needs. It was true that most students’ academic performance was far below
“grade level expectations,” but we saw a classroom community and social network as a
prerequisite to success with academic progress in this new and challenging eLearning world.
Giving and Receiving Support and Care. While there were numerous examples of
ways in which Fiona supported her students, it was also clear that this sense of support and care
was not unidirectional. Fiona saw her relationships with students as real and meaningful, with
support and care going both ways. In some ways, especially in relation to how the classroom
community was understood, students’ age and role as “student” seemed inconsequential to her.
Fiona shared aspects of her life with students, just as they did to her – not in a forced or
measured way, but in ways that seemed to convey an honest and open environment. In one
particular conversation with me, Fiona recounted a time she was working through a traumatic
personal experience, during which she described the support and care that she received from
students to be a significant factor that contributed to her perseverance and strength. As a
representation of this theme through Fiona’s conveyance of this particular experience, portions
of this conversation are stitched together, using her own words, in the found poem below:
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On Opening Up
I cried in front of the kids.
I was literally
pouring my heart out
all the time.
They said,
We're not your kids,
but we're your school kids.
And we love you.
We don't know each other’s situations,
but we know how to rebuild together.
I am resilient,
and strong,
and I can do it,
just like you can.
Don't worry.
whatever you're going through,
we'll go through this together.
we are together in this.
They saw me get raw and emotional.
They felt like,
She’s that way,
so it’s okay if I’m that way.
I am resilient,
and strong,
and I can do it,
just like you can.
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Media-as-voice
“…Overseas, in a survey of 1,143 parents measuring the effects of the lockdowns in
Italy and Spain, nearly 86% reported changes in their children such as difficulty
concentrating and spending more time online and asleep, and less time engaging in
physical activity. A study of 2,330 schoolchildren in China after a month of sheltering
in place reported that anxiety more than doubled the rates found in previous surveys
of the age group. There's plenty of anecdotal evidence, at least, to corroborate these
findings.
‘We see high levels of anxiety,’ said Saun-Toy Trotter, a psychotherapist at UCSF
Benioff Children's Hospital in Oakland. ‘High levels of depression.’ Her school based
clinic recorded more youth suicide attempts in the first four weeks of the pandemic
than it did in the entire previous year, she says.”
Retrieved from KQED news (McClurg, 2020)
Figure 23. Media-as-voice: We see high levels of anxiety and depression.

A Democratic Space. The democratic approaches to teaching and learning in Fiona’s
classroom might be better described as an expected and shared mindset rather than a practice or
set of practices. Fiona genuinely wanted to hear from students in order to inform her next steps,
regularly requesting their opinions and perspectives. At first, however, students often appeared
reluctant to offer these. We wondered to what extent they had been consulted for this type of
feedback in previous classes; and we persisted in trying to gain insight from them. The following
found poem is comprised of an assemblage of verbatim requests, invitations, and statements by
Fiona and myself as we sought to establish a democratic learning environment:
“I’m Learning, Too!”
How did our small group go today?
Unmute yourselves – Were we going too fast?
Was this too much work, you guys?
I’m learning too! Tell me!
What do you think about the kind of work we are doing?
Maybe you feel like it’s too hard, or too easy?
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Do you want me to go over the Monday schedule today?
[pause]
Unmute yourself and answer.
I need to know if you need that.
Would that be helpful?
Text your friends and tell them to sign on –
Where are [Student A, Student B, Student C]?
Where’s [Student D, F, and G?]
[Student], Was this helpful for you?
Did this help?
If you have feedback about how it would be easier to find things,
please tell me!
We are all learning.
I’m going to give you four minutes to read this –
Do you think that is enough time to read it?
Okay guys, raise your right hand –
We are going to make a pledge together.
Repeat after me.
“I promise to try my best!
Ms. P will not get mad at me if I get an answer wrong,
only if I don’t try my best!”
If you were teaching this group,
What would you do differently?
If you were the teacher?
What ideas do you have?
We will do this brain break until 9:10,
and at 9:10 we are going to do our writing work.
Okay? Is that a fair trade?
Is that fair?
As the year progressed, students became more comfortable and confident with asserting their
ideas, opinions, and perspectives. Many of them contributed to the decision-making in the
classroom, eventually offering unsolicited ideas or opinions. Of course, as always, it is
important to note that not all students responded to our questions or offered their
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perspectives; not all students were even present for their opinions or ideas to be requested
and pursued.
Similarly, while Fiona guided and facilitated learning, she was open to student ideas and
encouraged them to take assignments in the direction they wanted. For example, Fiona told me
about a conversation she had with Miguel as she was helping him pick a project topic during
Women’s History Month:
I was like, “Well what about famous Latina people? Like, Latina Americans? You can do
like, Sonia Sotomayor, who was like the first Latina judge of the Supreme Court…”
And [Miguel]’s like, “Yeah, or like, J Lo. A lot of know her for her music but what they
don't know is how much of an entrepreneur she is.” And I was like [laughing], “Okay,
yeah, J Lo. We can totally do that!”
In this exchange, Fiona expressed enthusiasm and support about Miguel’s suggestion,
empowering him to pursue his ideas and take ownership over this project.
Two additional subthemes in our data relate to and enhanced the creation of a democratic
learning environment: (1) Teacher and student positioning, and (2) Acknowledgement of feelings
and space to talk. These are described in the following sections.
Teacher and Student Positioning. Both during eLearning and when students were in the
school building, it was quite common for Fiona to position herself on equal footing as students
and to position students in the “teacher” role or in a leader role in various ways. For example, in
the classroom, Fiona did not have a teacher desk or even a clear teacher “space.” She moved
between various locations in the classroom, with some of the most common positionings being
circulating around the room, seated at her small group table with students, seated on the floor
with students, seated at student desk clusters, or seated on student desks or a classroom table. In
addition, Fiona regularly invited students to enact “teacher-like” positions in the classroom, such
as inviting students to lead something from the front of the room or to take a centralized position,
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both in instruction and in other aspects of the day; and students were often enabled to take on
leadership, performance, or decision-making roles in ways that affirmed their interests and
identities.
One day during a transition, for example, students and Fiona seemed to spontaneously
enable a performance as one student, Joshua, who loved theater, song, and dance, began to
perform a runway walk on an imagined runway at the front of the classroom and do various
poses while everyone chanted, “Walk! Walk! Walk! Walk!” and then “Pose! Pose! Pose! Pose!
FREEZE!” (see Figure 24). This positioned Joshua as a decision-maker and someone with
“power” in the classroom who took center stage in an unplanned way; and it also was one of
many examples where a student demonstrated feeling empowered to behave in ways that were

Figure 24. Joshua spontaneously takes the “runway” in Ms. Peters’ class
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not confined to stereotypical gender roles or expectations. In this case, the challenging of gender
stereotypes in relation to posing, modeling, and performing was both enabled and affirmed.
In one conversation, Fiona brought up the topic of teacher positioning as she recounted
one particular discussion the class had about racism and discrimination while I was not present:

Fiona: I got to the front of the classroom - cause I was sitting on the side. When I have
discussions like that, I find it’s more... disarming, I suppose, if I’m not like, standing at
the front as like, I don’t want to say a power figure, but…When you’re standing at the
front, you garner that attention. When you’re sitting, like the way I think, when I’m sitting
like down, or on a table, it’s more like a relaxed… the teacher’s still in charge, but we
can have open conversations without the teacher like... I don’t know, that’s just the way
I’ve always felt.
Sam: Yeah - like, where you’re positioned in the room, and how you’re…
Fiona: I don’t want to say “on their level,” but it makes me more relatable, cause I'm not
as…
Sam: Yeah, yeah I agree. Like where the teacher positions themselves in the room matters
about their authority, the kind of conversations that can happen.
Here, Fiona’s description points to the ways in which her positioning challenged traditional
teacher “roles” and helped establish a democratic learning environment.
Acknowledgement of Feelings and Space to Talk. In various moments that we identified
as critical incidents in our analysis, we found our regular acknowledgement of student feelings
and provision of space for reactions, questions, open conversation, etc. As we explored social
justice issues with the fifth graders, in many cases engaging somewhat intense or deep
conversations, we described and affirmed the different ways students might be feeling and
provided ample space for discussion, questions, and expression of ideas; and we often reminded
students that we were available to talk to them privately or later, as well. For example, as a
representation of how we often communicated acknowledgement of feelings students may
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experience and offered space to talk outside of class, if needed, the excerpt below portrays my
follow-up after a student showed a video about racism:
Thanks for sharing that, [student]. I think - sometimes these are really big and heavy
topics. And sometimes they are, kind of, sad or scary topics, and if you ever have
questions or want to talk about them more, even after class, you can talk to me, you can
talk to Ms. Peters, you can talk to family members. After we watch a video like this, or
even if you are watching or hearing something on your own … talk to somebody if
something you see is making you feel a certain kind of way. So, let’s talk a little together
now - What did that video make you think about, or what questions do you have?
Making Learning Relevant and Personal. As the school year unfolded and Fiona
regularly used the approaches described above, Fiona quickly learned her students well. She
knew various things about the interests, hobbies, families, strengths, preferences, etc. of each
student; and she capitalized on this in her lessons in both planned and unplanned ways. The
following sections describe examples from our data representing both pedagogical practices and
curriculum practices under the theme Making Learning Relevant and Personal. This theme
included three sub-themes: (1) Embedding student interests and personal connections into
instruction, (2) Impromptu exampling to teach complex concepts, and (3) Using bitmojis
(cartoon avatars) and emojis (digital images and icons) as placeholders for people and materials
to humanize and connect through eLearning.
Embedding Student Interests and Personal Connections into Instruction. As a strong
theme in this study, the pedagogical practice of embedding student interests and/or personal
connections into instruction often appeared multiple times in a school day. For example, to teach
about past, present, and future tense verbs, Fiona began her lesson by building upon students’
expressed interest in Tiktok, a video-sharing social media platform that has become increasingly
popular since its release in 2016. After providing a rationale explaining why students needed to
understand verb tenses, Fiona explained to the class:
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Fiona: So when you use different verbs, they can happen in the past, the present, or the
future. Let’s take Tavell for example. Tavell was tiktoking – doing a celebration dance –
he was ticktoking and he did a celebration dance. Did that happen in the past, is it
happening right now – in the present – or will it happen in the future?
[Students reply]
Fiona: That’s right – it happened in the past. So if I said, “Okay Tavell – do some
movements.”
[Fiona pauses; Tavell begins to dance]
Fiona: Tavell IS tiktocking now. Is that past, present, or future?
[Students reply]
Fiona: That’s present. That’s right. And when class is over, Tavell is going to tiktok some
more. Is that past, present, or future? What is that?
[Students reply]
Fiona: Yes, exactly. The reason why writers use verb tenses – it gives the reader a clue of
when something happened. So in that historical article we read, the verb tenses were past
tense. Because it happened in the past, right? Let’s look at our learning target – You’ll
know that you have this when you can complete a list of verbs from the videos we are
about to watch, annotate and label them either past, present, or future tense, and then
look at your writing or another article and identify those verb tenses.
As Fiona continued the lesson, she began telling students a story about a competition that was
going on between the school’s two assistant principals about who could obtain the most “steps”
through regular movement, walking, and running. She explained to students that she interviewed
each administrator to find out their progress in this competition, and she uploaded the interviews
to YouTube. Students’ next “task” was to watch the video, record each of the verbs they heard
used, and sort them into the categories of past, present, and future tense verbs. In my observation
notes during this lesson, I noted that it almost appeared as if the academic “work” was “hidden”
within an activity that was funny, engaging, and personal.
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This type of teaching/learning approach was used daily in Fiona’s classroom, ranging
from quick, simple activities or adjustments to lessons, to full lessons that were prepared days in
advance in order to ensure lessons were relevant and personal. Often with ease and automaticity,
Fiona would make connections with students’ lives and interests. In students’ “morning work”
for example, Fiona used students’ names and connections to previous conversations or sharing
students had done:
Directions: Fill in the blank with there, their, or they’re.
[Aniyah] said that ___ was a huge chocolate fountain at Golden Corral. Her brother said
that was ___ favorite thing.
[Adrian] and his squirrel are over ____, and _____ going to the store for some food.
An unfamiliar observer may not have recognized that Adrian told the class a story about his “pet
squirrel” the day prior and Aniyah had shared about her family’s trip to Golden Corral the
previous weekend.
In a similar example, Fiona built upon student interests in current events (in this case, the
2021 Superbowl) to introduce a skill students would be exploring in the coming week:
Fiona: What is a POV? [Pause; Students raise hands]
Fiona: Go ahead Niya.
Niya: Point of view.
Fiona: Yes. Okay so for example, let’s use the Superbowl. Umm… Did anybody watch the
Superbowl? [With a smile; Fiona already knows the answer to this question; Kids nod
and raise hands]. Okay. So let’s pretend –
Diria: [interrupting]: –The Bucs won!
Fiona: –Yes, even though we all liked the Bucs, especially Larrell. Because Larrell is a
huge Bucs fan. And Miguel is too. But let’s pretend that, um… who doesn’t mind being
the opposite fan? Okay Niya, you are going to be a Chiefs fan. And Diria’s gonna be the
Bucs fan okay? Okay so obviously Diria’s point of view of the game is going to be
different than yours. Why?
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Larrel: Cause she...
Niya: Because…We have different point of views. For mine, my team would’ve lost. And
hers would’ve won.
Fiona then built upon this to begin explaining about how authors may also have different
viewpoints, even when writing about the same topic, as she distributed copies of the two articles
students would be reading next.
This approach also often included the use of props, particularly props that Fiona thought
would be of interest to her students based on her knowledge of them. For example, to begin
exploring the skill Finding the Main Idea and Supporting Details, Fiona brough a soccer ball
into her classroom. As she rolled the ball out of the corner of the room and did a few attempts at
dribbling the ball (Fiona is not a soccer player – but some of her students are), Fiona asked:
“What is the main point or the main idea of a soccer game?” In the following discussion, Fiona
guided students toward recognizing that some aspects of the game (e.g., getting a red card) might
be details about how the game unfolded, but the main idea is winning by scoring the most goals.
This introduction, with a prop and clear connection to student interests, provided a foundation for
the subsequent lessons in which students read various articles and worked to identify a clear
main idea and its supporting details.
One common interest many students held related to various types of media, such as
YouTube, social media platforms, digital games (Minecraft, Among Us, Roblox), etc. As we
attempted to connect instruction with students’ lives, we often used knowledge of these student
interests to make connections within our curriculum and instruction in attempts to strengthen
student engagement (for example, the previous examples of using Tiktok to teach about verbs
and verbs and YouTube to create videos for a lesson). The image below provides a representation
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of some of the media sources that we identified as frequently interacting with students’ lives, not
only outside of school but also during school hours when they were silent in class, absent from
class, or not completing work. In this image, these media sources are visible behind/overlapping
with a student assignment, representing the ways in which we often found students to be using
this media at the same time as or rather than completing assignments. This representation also
portrays several media sources that we made connections with in our teaching or interactions
with students.

Media-as-voice

Figure 25. Representation of media sources we identified as capturing students’ attention in and outside of class

Impromptu Exampling to Teach Complex Topics. Another theme in our data was the
frequent use of impromptu examples during planned instruction as we sought to support student
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understanding of complex topics or issues. Although these connections were unplanned, they
stemmed from our understanding of student interests, experiences, and backgrounds, as well as
our own understanding’ of students’ developmental levels. We often seemed to try to make
“macro” issues “micro,” reducing the size and complexity of the issue to make it more accessible
to students, and using examples that might be relevant or familiar to them. For example, in a
lesson in which we were exploring the topic of “democracy” after the January 2021 insurrection
at the U.S. Capitol, Fiona used examples like having the class vote on what pizza should be
ordered to help explain how democracies work. She provided a scenario about pizza, using
students’ pizza preferences as examples, and pointed out that in the end, some kids wouldn’t get
their choice – but that everyone could still agree on some things (we all like pizza) and act in
respectful ways toward one another.
Later, students expressed some confusion about the relationship between democracy and
Democrat, and asked whether anyone could be a Democrat or Republican. Is responding, the
following conversation took place, in which we used another impromptu example to try to
explain the concept of aligning with a political party:
Sam: Anybody can be a Democrat or a Republican…It’s kind of like… if you’re the fan of
a sports team. Like you’re a… I'm gonna go with Chicago bulls because I’m from
Chicago, like I can choose to be that fan. Or if I move to a different state… What’s
another basketball team?
Fiona: Orlando Magic!
Sam: Magic, yeah - I could say, you know what, I don’t like the Bulls as much anymore.
I’m gonna be a Magic fan. That’s kind of like how picking a political party is, to decide
whether you are a Republican or a Democrat. It means, what do you like and what are
you interested in, what do you believe?
Now of course, with politics, choosing a political party is more about, like, your beliefs
and your values, and what you believe about what’s going on in your community, rather
than a sports team is more like, just for fun.
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In this case, we jumped to exampling around sports and sports teams, building upon our
awareness that many students had interests in sports and were fans of certain sports teams, and
might be able to better understand the complex topic we were trying to explore. In another
example, we used a made-up scenario that we hoped would help students better understand what
was happening related the results of the 2021 election being questioned, about which students
had expressed confusion:
So when people said that Trump actually won the election, um, that was brought to the
courts - state courts, the Supreme Court - to say, cause that’s their job. To say, okay,
Let’s look again. Let’s double check everything. And make sure, like what really
happened. And the courts looked at the evidence and they said, no, this isn’t -- we
disagree. There is not enough evidence to support these claims.
…People can really say anything. I can say, Ms. Peters, you stole my coffee this morning!
But if there’s no evidence of that, she doesn’t have any coffee, there’s no leftover cup
anywhere, right? Then, she could just make that up and say that, but it doesn’t mean that
it’s true. And that’s the job of courts. They try to look at the evidence and say, what’s true
and what’s not. And when all of this evidence was brought to the courts, they said, okay
we don’t have enough evidence to support anything that is being claimed about election
fraud. [Audio excerpt, January 2021]

As these examples demonstrate, we frequently grabbed at an idea that came to mind in the
moment as we attempted to make complex ideas accessible and relevant. These examples
weren’t always ideal, or adequate representations, as we sometimes reflected after the fact; and
in some ways, this reflected our own struggle with teaching these concepts and trying to make
them relatable. However, we identified this practice, aimed at making social justice or other
complex issues more accessible, as one that appeared frequently in our data; and we reflected
that knowing your students was key in order to build on their background knowledge and come
up with on-the-spot examples as conversations unfolded. We also identified examples of using
this practice to prompt increased engagement or interest in an issue when students appeared to
lack interest or engagement in the conversation or topic.
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Using Bitmojis and Emojis as Placeholders. In the absence
of face-to-face interactions and the physical materials that
accompany most “brick-and-mortar” classrooms, Fiona began to
use both bitmojis and emojis regularly in her teaching in various
ways in attempts to make learning materials relevant, fun, and
engaging; and this practice continued as our bitmojis became an

Figure 26. Bitmoji waving

integral part of our digital platforms during eLearning. Analyzing our data with a focus on
materiality, we identified these as “placeholders” for what we felt was lacking in the eLearning
classroom: Connections to the teacher and to the material, the expression of feelings, classroom
“décor” and other classroom materials, etc. Our bitmojis, as recognizable placeholders for our
physical selves, were personalized and manipulated regularly as a method of communication
with students. Additionally, these brought an element of humanization to the often stark
materials provided from the district or curriculum materials to help facilitate learning and
assignments through Canvas.
Bitmojis were used to provide directions and reminders, to prompt music/song
suggestions, to express celebration or frustration, to prompt signaling usage, to encourage or
motivate, to make vocabulary or topic connections, to signal expectations or behaviors, to signal
materials needed, to signal
collaboration between Fiona
and me, to support definitions
or explanations, and more. In
these ways, we connected this
practice to equity advancement,
Figure 27. Bitmoji writing
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as bitmoji/emoji use helped bridge a
gap created by the eLearning
context and were used both as a type
of discourse and as a tool to support
student engagement and learning.
Students, too, often made use of
these symbols as a type of discourse

Figure 28: Bitmoji signaling

(represented below), using emojis in their communications, profile names, and assignments.

Figure 29. Teacher and researcher communication through bitmojis

Figure 30. Bitmoji encouraging and motivating
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Students used emojis as a method of communicating feelings, sometimes in an expressive or
exaggerated fashion. For example, in the image below (Figure 31), Kiara used multiple crying
and “sad face” emojis in response to being asked if she was ready to share her project.

Figure 31. Kiara responds to being asked to share her project.

Here, she used emojis to communicate her feelings in the absence of written or verbal words,
followed by a brief declaration of her feelings (“I’m too shy”). Notably, however, Kiara quickly
switched gears after one of her classmates encouraged her (“Kiara, you’ve got this!”). She
laughed and said, “Okay fine, I’m ready,” and confidently began. In this example, then, Kiara’s
emoji usage appeared to be both a symbolic and exaggerated representation of her physical self
and feelings. In another example (Figure 32), Jenny used a series of dancing emojis as spaces
between words in song lyrics she was posting in the chat, using emojis to signal song/dance; and
she used a pumpkin beside her name (“Pumpkin Jenny”) as she looked forward to Halloween.

Figure 32. Jenny uses emojis to signal dancing and singing.

Students also appeared to use emojis to represent their interests, moods, and even
identities in some ways. The figures below provide several representations of how students used
emojis as part of their username for eLearning class. In some cases, students changed these daily.
In other cases, they used the same symbols beside their username for multiple days at a time.
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Figure 33. Students use emojis beside their usernames on Zoom.

Figure 34. One student who rarely came to class often used a sad face beside her username.

Humanizing Approaches to Learning and “Classroom Management.
“Hey Larrell, make sure you take that hood off before [administrator] sees you with that.
You know how she feels about that”
-Fiona, commenting to a student in the (face-to-face) classroom
A strong team mentality was built in Ms. Peters’ fifth grade class. Fiona did not use any
traditional or typical “classroom management” system, such as a card or clip chart, earning or
losing points system, etc. To an outside observer, it may appear as if there was no system for
“managing behavior” at all – and that there was no reason for one. Fiona’s “management”
approach was subtle, responsive, and compassionate. As a priority, she noticed individual
students and prioritized their wellbeing (“Did you get breakfast? Do you want to eat more?”
[field notes excerpt, January 2021]). In our conversations, Fiona and I identified the relationships
she built with students and the community she established with students in her classroom as
foundational to the smooth running of the classroom. As demonstrated in the quote above, Fiona
often expressed solidarity or empathy with students regarding rules or expectations, and she
acted more as student ally than a rule “enforcer.” In many ways, Fiona spoke to students as if she
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were speaking to a friend or colleague, navigating “behavior management” issues skillfully and
empathetically.
For example, in relation to the example above, Fiona was passive about students wearing
hoods in most cases, and did not take a strong, outward stance about this “school rule.” Instead,
she did not engage with the matter except in instances when she knew an administrator would be
coming to the room; and in these cases, she enforced the rule while expressing solidarity with
students. Similarly, her responses to off-task behavior or behaviors that would hinder learning
were caring; when she did act as a “rule enforcer,” she did not appear to take this role too
seriously, often enforcing the rules in a fun or allied way (“[Student,] go tell [sleeping student]
that ‘It’s raining tacos’ right now” [referencing a song the kids liked]).
On one particular Monday morning, which was the Monday after the Sunday Superbowl,
the following exchanges occurred during the reading lesson (face-to-face classroom):
Diria: I’m tired. If I put my head down… I’m going to sleep.
Fiona: I know. I can see that… I’m a little tired too, guys. But we are going to stick it out.
We are going to get some better sleep tonight hopefully. And then we will be good to
go. Here, Diria. Here’s some coffee. [Holds up mug toward student; student pretends to
grab the mug and take a sip].
Both Diria and Fiona seemed to understand that the coffee was not actually going to be
exchanged. Instead, the physical gesture of pretending to hand the student a cup of coffee
seemed to serve as a material representation of solidarity and empathy; and the student signaled
acceptance of this expression of empathy by continuing the impromptu role-play. Later, a similar
conversation continued:
Diria: I don’t think I can do this. I’m so tiiiired.
Fiona: Yes, you can! You can do it Diria. Try to stick it out as best you can, okay? Why
don’t you go - do you want to go step outside? And jump up and down outside to wake
up? Sometimes that helps me - just getting up and walking. Even walking to go wash my
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hands. That helps me sometimes. If you want to go step outside, [Student] will let you
back in. I know, everybody. Help each other out and be kind to each other today. We are
extra sleepy.
Again, Fiona took a humanizing approach to interacting with this student, relating, expressing
empathy, and offering suggestions in an understanding way. While this student’s behaviors here
–falling asleep in class, expressing self-doubt and inability to complete the task at hand – are
likely to impede learning, these could be responded to in various ways (e.g., “Go to sleep earlier
next time”); and Fiona’s response lacks judgment and communicates compassion and
responsiveness.
We identified various examples of similar demonstrations of a humanizing approach to
learning in our data. For example, one morning, the following exchange took place:
Fiona: “Okay guys, so we have the writing test tomorrow--”
[Students moan]
Fiona: I know. I don’t like it either.
[Students mutter, incoherent]
Fiona: Guys, here’s the fun part. After the test is over, we can do fun things. We will just
do maybe… some math games, science games… and maybe you can play “Beat Ms.
Peters in Math”
Niya: Oh—what about that game I said—It’s called reflex.com. Math.
Fiona: Oh yes! We can play that. You can teach me how to play that tomorrow. Just bear
with us tomorrow. It’s going to be a little bit of a crazy day.
Again, Fiona expresses allyship with students, positioning herself on students’ side. She does
not, as often encouraged by district-as-voice, seek to change students’ attitude about the test,
provide a rationale, or attempt to “pump them up” about the test. Instead, she affirms students’
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feelings (in some ways, feeling the same way herself), and introduces something else that they
might look forward to. In instruction, as related to her creation of a democratic classroom space,
Fiona encouraged risk-taking and legitimized mistakes, humanizing the learning process (“I’m
District-as-voice
Please make sure you pump students up for this assessment as it is a BIG
indicator for our growth this year! Any students that make growth from the
fall diagnostic will be receiving a "pizza party."

Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (School Communication)
Figure 35. District-as-voice: Pump students up for the assessment.

not going to ever say, ‘YOU’RE WRONG!!!’ So try, and if it’s not right we will work together to
figure it out”); and she saw and responded to student behaviors in a way that acknowledged and
invited their humanity (“Before we start I’m going to put some music on so we are going to
stand up move and shake because I see a lot of yawning. A LOT of yawning.”).
Advancing Equity through Curriculum Practices
In this practice category is where we identified most of our openings to engage with
EFE’s foundational component Broad Considerations of Diversity. Through both leveraging
provided curriculum materials and adding materials to the mandated curriculum, we had
opportunities to engage with various diversity topics. As expected, we noted certain areas of
diversity that received much more attention than others. However, we also had opportunities to
engage in discussions or make use of materials that explored a wide range of topics in diversity,
including diversity in race, ethnicity, culture, language, class, socioeconomic status, religion,
gender identity, gender expression, sex, sexuality, ability, immigration status, national origin,
and age. This ranged from use of materials that simply included representation of diversity in
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these areas, to reference to diversity using affirmative viewpoints, to discussions or direct
exploration of a topic.
Again, we noted the role our mindset played in this. At first, it seemed overwhelming to
consider the wide range of topics that would be important to integrate into an equity-focused
classroom. However, as the school year progressed, we were surprised to recognize how many
opportunities there were to engage with these topics in affirmative ways with students, whether
directly or indirectly, simply by being on the lookout for materials that would be beneficial or
upon which we could build. Although we were given expectations about what materials we
should be using, we also had more resources than we could realistically use, which necessitated
constant decision-making regarding where we should focus more time and attention. We found
that our equity orientation ensured that we noticed when/how certain materials offered an entry
point into certain issues or topics, and we took advantage of them as a jumping-off point by
providing supplementary materials to extend the conversation. In other cases, we explored the
various resources available, and were selective about using materials that had connections to
equity issues.
We identified several findings in the category of advancing equity through curricular
practices. These included (1) Leveraging given curriculum materials, (2) Making modifications
to the curriculum, (3) Replacing ELA texts in reading lessons, (4) Providing opportunities for
choice and self-expression, and (5) Identifying and utilizing a network of sources. These findings
are described in the following sections.
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District-as-Voice
UNIT 0 in the [curriculum] guides/framework can be flexible. It is ok to
go off the plans for the first 10 days only.
Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (School Communication)
Figure 36. District-as-voice: It’s okay to go off the plan for the first 10 days only.

On the Lookout: Leveraging Curriculum Materials. While we felt our curriculum was
lacking in many ways, we were required to use it as part of our “core instruction”; and one
practice we commonly engaged in was being selective about which aspects of the curriculum
received more attention in order to leverage materials that might create opportunities around
equity issues. Fiona and I identified and prioritized elements of this curriculum that served a dual
purpose – that both fulfilled our curriculum usage requirements and that had links to equity or
diversity issues, even if these were loose, because we could strengthen them by taking additional
steps. We identified these as “openings” in the curriculum to enter into discussions or teaching
about particular social justice issues.
For example, to introduce the skill of summarizing literary texts (Standard 5.RL.1.2), the
curriculum used a short passage titled, “The Legend of Hua Mulan.” This story, in which a
young woman disguises herself as a man in order to fight in war, was one with which many
students were familiar due to the popular Disney movie Mulan.
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Figure 37. Example of a curriculum material1 that we leveraged to teach about an equity issue (disrupting gender norms).
(Ready Florida LAFS, 2014, p. 148)

We recognized this text as providing an opening to discuss gender roles, stereotypes, and sexism;
and we expanded the curriculum’s lesson plan to also include goals and materials related to these
issues. During the lesson, after watching a brief video we had found (on “gender norms” for
kids), we had the following conversation about this with students:
Sam: So that video kinda relates to the story we read today, about Mulan. What did you
all think of that video? Do you have any connections to what you saw?
Jenny: Um so, I know. The stereotypes… I have a story. One time I was at the park with
my brother, and he starts crying, and all that. And then this random person came up to us
and said, ‘Why is he crying like a little girl?’ But I kind of got really angry. Because you
can’t say that to another person! That’s disrespectful.

1

This text has been previously published in Florida Ready LAFS, 2014, p. 148, and has been reproduced with permission from the publisher
Curriculum Associates (Appendix D)
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Miguel: Um Ms. Haraf? Is it like a gender role when like, also when like… let me give an
example. Um. Like if a girl wanted to go out. Then sometimes their mom or dad will say,
or like some people would say based on the gender role, ‘No, you can’t go out, cause
you’re a girl, you’ll get - whatever.’ But whenever a boy wants to go out, they can go out
because they are more ‘manly.’ Is that one?
Sam: Yes, that’s a great example. And how do you guys feel about that?
Miguel: I think it’s unfair!
Jenny: It’s really unfair. Just because we are a different gender, we don’t have to be
treated differently. Because, the thing is, we’re all human. Like I feel like we should all
have equal rights.
Miguel: Really, really- everybody is the same. Cause we all bleed red.
Sam: Yeah, that’s a great way to put it, Miguel. I like what you said too, Jenny. We are
all humans. A lot of people in different times in history and in different places in the
world have different ideas about who should do things, and who shouldn’t. Even things
like colors – like some people say pink is only for girls, blue is only for boys. Well, colors
don’t have gender. That’s just something we have done, like people always say it but it
doesn’t mean it’s true. I know lots of boys who like pink, and girls who like blue, but a lot
of times kids are teased or bullied into changing something about themselves because of
gender stereotypes.
Isabela: Like some people say girls should wear make-up and dresses and heels. I think
it’s unfair. I’m a jean type of person. And the rejector when it comes to makeup! And a
blue/black/dark purple/white type of person and no no no to ‘le pink’. I love those colors,
not pink.
Miguel: Sometimes because of the opposite gender, people would say a girl can’t do that
to a man. Like a girl can’t hit a boy back.
Isabela: But, even girls are strong.
We identified multiple layers to this conversation. First, we noticed that students had
connections and personal experiences around this topic, despite perhaps being unfamiliar with
the naming and situating of these experiences within broader constructs; and we saw this
conversation as important in the ways in which students were able to share experiences and to
name and call out injustice around gender issues. Next, these students were quick to assert and to
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agree upon the unfairness of gender inequality. It appeared as though they had already engaged
in some analysis on these issues in some ways or in relation to their own experiences. Third, one
student’s meaning-making processes related this topic to issues of violence: “Like a girl can’t hit
a boy back” and “No, you can’t go out, cause you’re a girl, you’ll get – whatever.” While
Miguel’s implications here are not fully clear (we wonder what the word “whatever” signified),
we might conclude that (1) the student was aware of violence in relation to gender issues, and (2)
the student did not have or feel comfortable using the language that might have replaced
“whatever.”
We identified many scenarios similar to this one, in which we leveraged certain
curriculum materials to engage in a conversation, activity, or assignment that we developed as an
extension to the curriculum, even if it wasn’t aligned with our ELA focus standard. We viewed
these as important opportunities to infuse social justice learning with reading and writing
learning experiences. Other examples we located in our data included the leveraging of provided
curriculum materials to explore women’s rights, women’s suffrage, the Civil Rights movement,
cultural diversity, linguistic diversity, diversity in ability, bullying, perspective-taking,
discrimination against people of color, discrimination against women, discrimination against
people with disabilities, and more.
Curriculum Modifications. Another practice commonly used in this fifth grade
classroom was modifying the curriculum in order to connect with goals around equity and social
justice. While developing entirely new lessons was complex and time-consuming, Fiona and I
often approached the given curriculum with an equity lens and made decisions about how to
modify or adjust aspects of the curriculum. For example, one week, the curriculum focus was
identifying and understanding point of view, in connection to standard 5.RL.2.6: “Describe how a
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narrator’s or speaker’s point of view influences how events are described.” Expanding beyond
the curriculum guide, Fiona developed an essential question for the week: How might our culture
influence our point of view? She then selected some of the provided curriculum materials and
some supplementary materials aimed at exploring this standard and essential question.

District-as-Voice

There will be ELA district monthly assessments that follow the
curriculum guide so it will be important to stay with the guide. Interims
will look different this year but still planning to have 2 this year like
normal.
Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (School Communication)
Figure 38. District-as-voice: Stay with the guide.

For example, for one assignment, Fiona found and assigned an article about Kendrick
Lamar, a hip hop artist and interest of many of the students, winning the 2018 Pulitzer Prize in
music. Fiona’s assignment asked students to read the article (located through some of the
district’s supplementary resources) and engage in some related activities. In relation to the target
standard, students were asked to write a response to the question, “How might Kendrick Lamar's
culture influence his music?” In this way, Fiona modified aspects of the provided curriculum in
order to maintain a focus on the required standard while also making stronger connections to
students’ interests and prompting their exploration of culture in relation to point of view. Two
representations of student responses are below.
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Engaged student-as-voice
Kendrick Lamar's culture influenced his music because he would write what was most
important to him. When he was little, he had grown up in a high-crime area. He would

write songs about it, poems, and stories. He even made mixtapes. Then he would put out
an album of his own. His music is about survival, persistance, and self-worth. One
example is that one of his songs "Alright" is about police shootings in the U.S.
Figure 39. Engaged student-as-voice: A student responds to a modified prompt

Absent Student-as-Voice

Figure 40. Absent student-as-voice: No submission.

Replacing ELA Texts. As a related practice to the one described in the previous section,
another common approach we used was the replacement of curriculum texts or articles with
alternatives that, again, allowed us to pursue the same standards and learning targets while also
adding “secondary” social justice-focused learning goals or openings. We critically evaluated the
curriculum-provided texts, and regularly considered and implemented alternatives. Even when
we weren’t necessarily able to deeply explore the topics or themes in these replacement texts, we
made use of this practice in order to prioritize the use of materials that we felt were relevant,
meaningful, and intentional. In this way, the data we produced included various examples of the
ways in which we worked to bring equity issues into both our explicit and implicit curriculum. In
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District-as-Voice
[Mandated Reading Materials] are not really engaging but make an
effort to incentivize those programs. We are not saying it is easy, we
understand that.
Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (School Communication)s
Figure 41. District-as-voice: Materials are not really engaging but make an effort to incentivize them.

addition, we often felt that our replacement texts raised the level of rigor and complexity in ways
that aligned with students’ levels of maturity and interests.
For example, in a unit on poetry, the curriculum guide’s focus and target standards were
around the exploration of theme in literature and using text evidence to support an identified
theme. One assignment in students’ books asked them to read a poem (see Figure 42), and then
to “Describe the topic and the theme of this poem. Use details from the poem to support your
response” (Ready Florida LAFS, 2014, p. 139). In this case, we retained the assignment as given
except for the poem to be analyzed, replacing the poem Night Walk by Amy Saito with a poem

Figure 42. Excerpt from curriculum-provided poem2 for which students were directed to find the theme.

2

This text has been previously published in Florida Ready LAFS, 2014, p. 138, and has been reproduced with permission from the publisher
Curriculum Associates (Appendix D)
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from the book Hip Hop Speaks to Children (Giovanni et al., 2008) called People Equal by James
Berry (see Figure 43). In this way, students were practicing the same skill, but the nature and
content of the conversation necessarily changed. Rather than supporting students’ learning
around the curriculum-suggested theme in this poem that “The exciting experiences of youth
improve with age” (which we had also questioned and described as “a stretch”), we instead were
able to explore the replacement poem’s theme, “Despite the many differences that people have,
people should be viewed as equal.” While the curriculum even suggested the use of additional or
outside materials (see curriculum-as-voice excerpt below), we often felt it necessary to modify
even the provided suggestions to ensure their relevance or likelihood of aligning with students’
interests/experiences/backgrounds, in addition to advancing our equity-focused goals.

Figure 43. Excerpt from teacher-selected replacement poem3 for which students were directed to find the theme.

3

This excerpt is from a previously-published book, Hip Hop Speaks to Children (Giovanni et al., 2008) and has been reproduced with
permission from the publisher Sourcebooks (Appendix D)
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Curriculum-as-Voice

Prompt students to distinguish between topics and themes. Display “The Star-Spangled Banner” or another poem that
is familiar to students. Explain:

The topic of the poem is the flag flying during a battle. But what is the theme? The speaker’s words are filled with pride
(“what so proudly we hailed”; “so gallantly streaming”) because he saw “that our flag was still there.” From his feeling
and our own knowledge, we can infer that the theme, or message, is that our nation is strong and mighty. (p. 134)
Figure 44. Curriculum-as-voice: Display “The Star Spangled Banner” or another poem that is familiar to students.

Opportunities for Choice and Self-Expression. The core curriculum provided little
opportunity for student choice or self-expression. Its main tasks for students were responding to
multiple choice questions about a given passage, completing a graphic organizer about a given
passage, discussing given topic/prompt, and writing responses to given prompts. Fiona and I
worked to integrate time and space into the school day that moved away from the “core
curriculum” and allowed for student choice, exploration of interests, and different ways of
engaging in and demonstrating learning. We also sought to continually prioritize responsiveness
to the local, national, and global context, and the ways in which current events might be
impacting students’ lives; and we worked to identify opportunities to connect contextual
circumstances to learning experiences in the classroom. This often meant adding new materials,
activities, or projects into the classroom, and supporting students as they engaged in choice
work.

District-as-voice
Standards Aligned: Each course is aligned to Florida State Standards
and the scope and sequence has been adjusted and developed to support
the prioritization of essential standards and to support the
acceleration of potential unfinished learning from previous grades
standards.
Retrieved from Artifact (District eLearning Guiding Document)
Figure 45. District-as-voice: Prioritization of essential standards to support the acceleration of potential unfinished learning.
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One example of this was a three-week period during which student independent work
time was dedicated to something we called “choice projects.” We introduced these projects as a
way to explore a topic of interest that students believe to be important in the world today, and
one that they both would want to learn about themselves and to teach others about. Students were
provided with some general guidelines and a list of some “possible topics,” aimed at encouraging
them to pursue a social justice issue that was important to them while also giving them full
choice over the topic they chose to explore (as evidenced by the wide range of topics chosen,
represented below). At the start, I designed and shared an example presentation on the topic of
Gender Norms, placing emphasis on why this topic was important to me and modeling an
example of leading a discussion about my topic through the presentation. As students worked on
their projects over this three week period, we also integrated a series of mini-lessons that were
applicable to all topics, such as teaching them about how to find and use various sources to
explore their topic, and helping them become familiar with PowerPoint and its features that
could be used to enhance their presentations.
Students’ topics for their choice projects covered a wide range of issues and interests,
including social justice topics such as racism, race, immigration, bullying, cyberbullying,
inequality, protests, the Civil Rights Movement, etc. Other students chose topics related to a
certain interest of theirs, such as endangered animals, cats, or digital books; and others, it is
important to note, did not ever complete (or in some cases, even begin) a project, as was the case
for several students whose attendance was sporadic and participation in eLearning class or
assignments was rare. Although discussion or material around some of these topics had appeared
in previous lessons, readings, conversations, etc., the content and design of these projects was
developed by students independently or in collaboration with their peers.
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Excerpts from Kiara’s Presentation on Protests
“Have you ever heard of a protest? If so, you know people do it for justice. But why?
There are people in this world who do some things others do not like, because of the
color of their skin. As a result to this, people protest. When you protest, you scream for
justice, and you hold up signs that show your demand.”

Figure 46. Excerpt from Kiara’s presentation: Georgy Perry Floyd, Jr.

In an earlier lunch conversation, Kiara explained the beginning of this slide:
“So this slide here… so I was very, very, very, in my feelings for this one. So I’m like, okay, I
don’t know what to say, so I’m just gonna copy paste.”

We found many of their presentations to be informative, passionate, personal, and
moving. Using their own background knowledge, experiences, and research, many students drew
attention to current events in their projects; and they used visuals, photographs, video clips, text,
news articles, and personal stories to teach the class about the topic they chose. In addition, we
encouraged them to include some “discussion questions” into their presentations, which many
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students did; and we found that this created various instances of student-led dialogue.
Alternatively, in other cases, students’ projects were simplistic, quick, and without connection to
an equity or social justice issue; and this contributed to another finding (described later) about
the differing ways students engaged with our curricular and pedagogical practices, exhibiting
differing degrees of readiness, interest, understanding, and commitment. Several artifacts from
these choice projects are included here, including images, presentation transcript excerpts, and
class dialogue excerpts stemming from these presentations.

Figure 47. Excerpt from Kiara’s presentation: Protests during trump’s presidency.
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Figure 48. Excerpt from Kiara’s presentation: Why I am angry.

Images from Isabela’s Choice Project Presentation on Immigration:

Figure 49. Excerpt from Isabela’s presentation: Immigration.
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Figure 50. Excerpt from Isabela’s presentation: What does immigration matter to me?

Figure 51. Excerpt from Isabela’s presentation: Immigrants I know.
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Conversation excerpt following Isabela’s presentation.
Sam: Thank you, Isabela! Great job, and thank you for teaching us about a really
important topic. That was great, because, this is a topic we need to talk more about and
learn more about and learn how to help people who are immigrants, because sometimes
it can be a tough situation, if someone leaves a place they are from to move to a new
place. It could be scary, and also sometimes people are unfair or, kinda, kinda mean
about it.
Miguel: Um, Ms. Haraf.
Sam: Mhm?
Miguel: My grandma immigrated here. From Mexico.
Sam: Wow, that’s cool. Has she told you about what that was like for her?
Miguel: Yeah, she said she had like to get this thing – like this letter – that would let her
to get here in America. Because in Mexico they had to, like um, she had to work hard so
she can get over here. Because, it’s better than Mexico. And Mexico’s kind of, depending
where you live there, it’s kinda bad. Yeah. And, USA is umm, she just wanted to go to
USA. And I don’t know if it was hard to get here, but yeah. I just knew she had to get this
thing that would let her get over here.
Sam: Yeah. Some kind of visa or something.
Miguel: Yeah, that’s what it was called!
Sam: Yeah and sometimes those can be really hard to get, because –
Miguel: [Interrupting] –Yeah, she said it took her to get that, like, thirteen years.

In contrast with the previous images representing Kiara’s and Isabela’s work, Ana’s
presentation did not engage with any social justice issue; and it was brief, direct, and facilitated
little conversation. Of course, not all presentations, questions, discussion topics, etc. led to
student engagement or conversations, and it is important to note that some students did not
verbally engage in any of the discussions that took place. Ana, for example, did not participate in

181

any of the choice project conversations, other than sharing her own presentation on cats. In other
cases, the conversation struggled to move, as evidenced in the following excerpt:
Miguel [Sharing one of his presentation discussion questions]: Do you think equality is
important? And, do you feel confident even if your race, culture, or ethnicity is different
from others?
[Pause; 7 seconds of silence]
Kiara: Um…okay, I think equality is important, yes, and um, wait… [mumbles, rereading question] do you feel confident… okay, yes. Uh. Yeah. Okay. [Smiles].
[4 second pause]
Sam: Thanks for sharing Kiara!
Kiara: [laughs] Oh, my gosh.
[6 second pause]
Sam: Does anyone else want to share?
In reviewing the transcripts, Fiona and I wondered whether trying to move the conversation
forward or provide more guidance to the presenters might have been beneficial or intrusive.
While wanting to empower students and to facilitate their leadership, we often wondered when to
“step in” to provide support versus when to allow them the space and opportunity to navigate
these situations without our intrusion. We wanted to ensure that students’ presentations or other
instances of “teaching” the class did not contain too much of our own voices, but our uncertainty
around what this really meant in the moment was clear both in our data and in our discussions
during data analysis.
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Images from Ana’s Choice Project Presentation on Cats

Figure 52. Excerpt from Ana’s presentation: Facts about cats.

Figure 53. Excerpt from Ana’s presentation: What to keep away from cats.
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A Network of Sources. Our early data production and analysis indicated a practice that
would be necessary in order to pursue equity-focused goals in the classroom: Making use of a
network of sources in curricular decisions. It was clear that, despite our leveraging of the
mandated curriculum, more materials were necessary; and we had to become familiar with those
resources and regularly explore their materials in order to engage in equity advancement in our
curricular practices. In our analysis, we identified various sources that we used in our curriculum
practices and in relation to EFE’s functioning in our teaching and learning. These included core
curriculum materials (Ready Florida LAFS, 2014), district-provided or sponsored supplementary
materials (Achieve3000, newsELA, CommonLit), and teacher-identified materials from outside
sources (Learning for Justice; KidCitizen; iCivics, etc.). In relation to this theme, the topic of
time appeared frequently in our data. Locating and preparing alternative, supplementary, or
additional materials that aligned with our purposes was often a time-consuming process.
Although becoming familiar with this network of resources helped us increasingly explore
resources more efficiently, the topic of time restraints continued to appear frequently in our data
around curricular practices.
In addition, district-as-voice seemed to clash with some of these practices often,
manifesting itself in our data not only in district/school communications and meeting notes, but
also through our frequent defense of and justification for time dedicated to practices like
relationship and community-building, curriculum modifications, etc.– not to district or school
leadership, who never directly confronted these practices, but to one other and other teachers.
We seemed to perceive district/school surveillance, urging us to stick to the standards and
criticizing any stray from this focus, as ever-present in the classroom; and we constantly felt the
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need to verbalize our rationale for any moments not spent on academic tasks. For example, Fiona
and I justified our rationale for a particular project some students were working on:
Fiona: You’re [referring to students] using Achieve articles, which is what the district is
asking you to do; you're taking notes on what you’re reading, which is what the district is
asking—
Sam: -You’re pursuing information from lots of sources and integrating it. And, coming
up with a creative way to represent and teach others about it. It’s so much more…
authentic.

District-as-voice
In grades 3-5 we are teaching core in our small groups but doesn’t have
to be the entire 30 mins block. Example could be LAFS [core reading
curriculum] 20 mins and differentiated resources within the last 10
mins. [Core reading curriculum] is non-negotiable.
Excerpt retrieved from Artifact (School Communication)
Figure 54. District-as-voice: Curriculum is non-negotiable.

Advancing Equity through Family and Community Connections
While Fiona and I found many of the EFE practices related to family and community
connections challenging during the Covid-19 Pandemic, in some ways we had more
opportunities to connect with (some) parents and families as students learned from home. Parents
or family members sometimes popped into zoom calls or began conversations with us through
the chat during lessons; and access to parents/families through conferences was enabled through
the technology and web conferencing software that were used for conferences and meetings. In
these cases, we identified ways in which this worked to help family members gain quick access
to information in order to better support their child’s learning and/or wellbeing. However,
broadly, it was difficult for us to find opportunities and methods for connecting with
families/communities, particularly during the (majority) eLearning portion of this study. We
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became aware of various challenges facing some of the families of Fiona’s students, such as
students/families experiencing homelessness, students/families living in hotels or shelters,
students experiencing housing insecurity, and students with unreliable internet access, among
other challenges – some of which were likely unknown to us. In our analysis, two practices we
identified related to advancing equity through family and community connections included (1)
Sharing information and promoting available resources, and (2) Creating student learning
activities or assignments prompting family involvement.

District-as-voice
eLearning Parental Guidance
Maintain a daily routine around school and schoolwork.
➢ Keep in touch with your teacher(s) on a regular basis and let them
know if your child is experiencing specific challenges.
➢ Talk to your child regarding how they are feeling during this
stressful time.
➢ Perform check-ins with your child regarding academics; this includes
checking their Canvas course to ensure the option chosen for your
child is appropriate.

Excerpt Retrieved from Artifact (District eLearning guiding document)
Figure 55. District-as-voice: eLearning parental guidance.

Sharing Information. Hope Elementary, due to its role as a community partnership
school, had access to and offered a network of support and resources; and a practice we
identified as a theme in our data related to equity advancement was pursuing information about
the events, resources, and support that were available and using our platforms to share/re-share
information in order to provide reminders and easy access to information about these. For
example, some of the resources available to students/parents/families through Hope’s parent
resource center over the course of this study included a food pantry stocked with food and
186

hygiene items, weekly breakfast/lunch pickup for eLearning students, virtual Spanish classes for
kids (including Spanish speakers, to enhance their Spanish literacy skills), extended learning
weekend activities for which parents could earn “points” for having their child complete, virtual
yoga classes, a “free little library,” vision services/access to glasses, virtual mentoring, access to
jackets, Cub Scouts, and more. We worked to use our eLearning sessions, Canvas, and other
communication platforms that Fiona had established to share information about these resources
(see Figures 56, 57, and 58 as representations).

Figure 56. Canvas home page providing information about free meals.

Figure 57. Canvas home page “family corner”
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Media-as-Voice
NPR Poll: Financial Pain From Coronavirus Pandemic 'Much, Much
Worse' Than Expected
“In America's four largest cities, at least half of people say they have experienced the
loss of a job or a reduction in wages or work hours in their household since the start
of the coronavirus outbreak…
Beyond serious financial problems, majorities of households with children in the four
cities report "serious" problems with caregiving. Such difficulties include finding
physical activity spaces with enough distance from others or keeping children's
education going.
‘It's not just that these households are struggling to keep their kids' education going —
they are also struggling with almost every other aspect of managing their children's
lives,’ says Mary Gorski Findling of the Harvard Chan polling team.”

Graph and text retrieved from NPR health news (Neel, 2020)
Figure 58. Media-as-voice: 3 in 5 households with children report serious caregiving problems.
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Figure 59. Information from the Parent Resource Center that we re-shared with students and families through multiple
communication platforms

Family Involvement Assignments. A second practice we used during eLearning was
developing “assignments” for which students were asked to have conversations with or ask
questions of family members about certain topics. As we considered approaches for working to
involve families with their child’s learning, we identified possibilities through prompting
students to engage family members as part of a task they needed to complete. As an overlap with
the broad contextual considerations, the outcomes of these varied widely due to home
circumstances (e.g., “I can’t [do this assignment] because my mom is sleeping but I will try when
she wakes up,” [Student assignment submission, Oct. 2020]). However, in many cases, students
did engage with family members and complete the “task” by sharing the outcomes of this
engagement.
For example, after replacing curriculum materials to integrating reading and learning
about the topic of voting and the 2020 election, one of students assignments was to ask several
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questions to family members about voting and to “Remind an adult you know to GO VOTE on
election day!” (to which received a wide range of responses, such as “My mom already did
vote because every vote matters” and “I asked my mom she’s said no because she’s
not into politics” and “My mom is not voting because she forgot to register”). Students

were then asked to respond to the question, “What’s the big deal about voting?” Despite quite a
few student responses indicating their family members would not be voting, all students who
responded expressed its value or importance in some way. The following found poem uses
student responses to offer a representation of the meaning they made through this series of
learning experiences and assignments aimed at involving students with family members around
this topic. The poem is comprised of entirely student words.

What’s the big deal about voting?
A found poem
The big idea about voting is
Getting you voice heard.
You having rights to be able to pick
who you want to be president.
The big deal about voting is

that the government should know your opinion.
Things will probably continue on as always.
But what if everyone in your community starts to feel the way that you do?
The big deal about voting is that
you have to make sure there's a good president for our country.
Voting is a way to protect you basic freedoms.
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We need a president and
someone that can keep us safe, and our lives.
We need someone that's good,
and cares about us,
that protect us.

The big deal about voting is that you have to choose
who will be the next president,
or if they were good on their 4 years,
they can get re-elected.
So it's important to choose the right person
so they don't screw up the country.
We want equality, freedom,
And a good change in the world.
The big deal about voting is

so donald ‘yellow fries’ hair can not be our stupid president.
Now, we can get lazy
and take things for granted,
especially when you feel that things feel fine.
People think that voting is no big deal,
but it's a REALLY BIG DEAL, voting.
What if those who do show up to vote
do things you don’t like?

Voting is your way to protect your basic freedoms.
And if you don’t care about them,
Why should anyone else???
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Absent Student-as-Voice

Figure 60. Absent student-as-voice: Missing assignment.

Advancing Equity through Teacher Commitment Practices
In our analysis of our data, we identified several findings related to equity advancement
through teacher commitment. These findings included: (1) Naming and confronting social justice
issues with students, (2) Employing a growth mindset, (3) Feeling like we are not doing enough,
and (4) (Unfounded) uncertainty around how to approach topics. Each of these findings is
described in the sections below.
Naming and Confronting. Fiona was open and honest with her students, naming and
confronting issues of racism, sexism, classism, ablism, privilege, discrimination, marginalization,
bias, and so on, including their history and their current manifestations. She did not minimize or
soften the realities of social injustices (“It’s disgusting. American history is not pretty” [Fiona,
conversation with students about slavery]), and she used direct language to name issues for what
they were (“So, why don’t we do this – focus on women from marginalized communities” ”
[Fiona, conversation with a student selecting a project topic]). In these conversations, she didn’t
just talk about or “teach” about the topic – she made personal connections related to her own
identity and her role, while also inviting students to share about their identities and roles in
relation to the topic. She acknowledged their perspectives and experiences, and openly
confronted her own racial privilege with students. Upon naming, confronting, and discussing
various issues, Fiona also emphasized the limitation of her own role, which she often reminded
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students was to teach them how to read and think for themselves, while accentuating students’
roles and responsibilities in making change. A message of empowerment was often discernable
in these conversations. The found poem below, comprised of Fiona’s words in various
interactions with students, offers one representation of this finding.
Change Makers
I need to let you know
as a white woman
I will never know
the experiences that people of color [have].
My parents always taught me growing up,
never to “see color.”
But, we [need to] see color,
because then
we see each other.
We can recognize the struggles
and strengths
and we can learn from and with each other
and how to overcome those challenges.
I've never experienced the things that a lot of people [have],
But, we can help each other.
I am not going to tell you,
What to think.
My job to teach you
how to read information,
read different sources
see multiple perspectives,
understand the facts,
so that way you can make informed decision[s],
You draw your own conclusions.
Figure out,
What is your opinion on the matter?
What do you think?
What will you do?
There's a big crisis going on right now.
You guys are the change makers.
That's why we have BLM protests right now –
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People,
kids like you,
saw that there needed to be a change.
You guys are the change makers.
It was also clear that Fiona was excited about the conversations, and her enthusiasm both
during and after them was clear. For example, after talking about the discussion above, she
stated, “It just was like a really beautiful conversation”; and sometimes I received messages
from her eager to share experiences she was having when I was not present (“OMG I had the
MOST AMAZING convo with the kids today on privilege” [Fiona, text to Sam, Jan. 2021]).
In connection with previously described pedagogical practices (e.g., Giving and
Receiving Care and Support), Fiona’s willingness to name and confront social justice issues with
openness and vulnerability often prompted students’ willingness to share personal experiences or
open up about the topic. It was often the precursor to students sharing about themselves,
introducing a related issue, or developing some kind of activity or project they wanted to pursue.
Growth Mindset. Multiple examples of Fiona’s growth mindset were present in our data
related to her commitment around equity advancement. She was constantly looking for new ideas
and trying out new things in her teaching based on what she knew about her students in order to
engage them, motivate them, and facilitate their learning. Despite an already-challenging and
abrupt transition from typical face-to-face instruction to eLearning, Fiona quickly took initiative
around learning the new learning management system (Canvas) and other district-provided
technology resources, at the same time pursuing the exploration and integration of her own ideas
related to maximizing student engagement and success in this context. For example, noticing
students’ initial difficulty with completing computer-based assignments requiring typed
responses during eLearning, especially students learning English and students with disabilities,
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she found and taught herself about Flipgrid, a free video discussion platform that enables
students to respond to prompts or questions through short videos of themselves speaking. This
enabled new ways of engaging students in learning activities, as students could either type
responses or verbalize responses and submit their video clip for given prompts/assignments (e.g.,
“Explain the main idea of this article”). As we saw student submissions increase, Fiona noted, “I
think they like it because it’s like YouTube for them!” Similarly, one morning near the beginning
of the school year, I arrived at school to Fiona excitedly telling me, “I figured out how to add
emojis [to Canvas] through emojipedia.org!” and she quickly taught me how to do the same.
We also identified instances in which Fiona employed a growth mindset to “figure out”
how to go about resisting, challenging, or disrupting certain expectations from the district or
curriculum when she disagreed or felt a different approach was in students’ best interests. While
we noticed the way some teachers frustratedly but compliantly accepted district or curriculum
expectations for instruction, Fiona pursued new ideas or unique approaches to figure out how to
“meet” these expectations while also being responsive to her students and/or to engage in equity
work. In one instance, for example, she explained her process for modifying the curriculum plans
in order to align one particular student-chosen project (titled “Famous Black Females of the Past
and How They Inspire People Today”) with the required current standards on the pacing
calendar. “You just have to be creative in the way you do it,” she explained. As a teacher
practice, employing a growth mindset to pursue new resources, ideas, and solutions to challenges
demonstrated a type of teacher commitment to being responsive to student needs and interests.
“I Feel Like I Should Be Doing More.” The previous themes in our data sometimes
existed alongside manifestations of doubt, guilt, uncertainty, and fear. Early on in this study,
after Fiona facilitated a morning meeting that she planned related to Hispanic Heritage month,
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she said to me, “I just feel like I should be doing more.” This idea of wanting to “do more” and
not feeling like we were “doing enough” in relation to equity work became a clear theme
throughout the study. On many days, the mere task of accomplishing the daily school
expectations using the provided curriculum was overwhelming, without even considering what
else we might do related to equity advancement. We found that, due to the school’s status as a
turnaround school with high levels of monitoring and accountability from the district and state,
daily instructional or testing expectations were highly regulated and time-consuming. Our
equity-focused decision-making, whether planning particular strategies, structures, curriculum
materials, etc., required ongoing time, research, and preparation; and even when we were
attending to this daily, feeling like there was more we “should be doing” or “wanted to do” was a
prominent theme. This idea often appeared alongside reference to district expectations or
“voices”:
…But because there are time constraints and I have got so much to do instructionally
because we missed, you know, there was such a…the COVID slide or whatever, that
they're calling it. And the summer slide. There's so much that I'm trying to make up, that I
don't have the ability to really truly meet one-on-one with kids. [Teacher-Researcher
Conversation, September 2020]
Contrasting this theme with prior findings around the pedagogical and curricular
practices in which she was regularly engaging points to the tension that Fiona experienced as an
equity-focused teacher, putting in extensive time and work while still feeling like she was not
doing “enough.” Fiona, who was typically at school from 7:00 AM until around 4:00 or 5:00
PM, went home to her spouse and new baby, and then frequently revisited her lesson plans and
continued preparing for the next day after putting her baby to sleep. In one of our conversations,
for example, Fiona described the challenges she was feeling about how to best support her
students learning English in an eLearning environment, not being a Spanish speaker herself. She
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shared one approach she was taking – “I was translating directions and questions from English
to Spanish on the modules, but I didn't do it for all of them because I got so tired...” –
offhandedly referencing the tension between her commitment as a teacher and the limits of her
physical, human self.
In a journal entry, I reflected on this “not doing enough” feeling:
[My brother-in-law, a teacher in a Title I school] said the other day, “The biggest reason
I hate my job is because I feel like I’m failing all the time.” This made me think about
Fiona saying she feels like she should be doing more. Sometimes it feels like there is so
much to do that it is impossible to be successful, and it feels like what we are doing is
never enough – there is a feeling of guilt. Maybe it will always feel that way until we see
equity truly achieved?
It does sometimes feel overwhelming, or exhausting, or like failing… being constantly
monitored and trying to meet all of these expectations while also trying to do what we
feel is right for kids – putting in all of this passion and effort and time – and still being
reminded all the time that “the kids are behind” and being told what else “teachers need
to be doing”… How can we do it all??
Uncertainty. As we sought to explore various topics related to current events and equity
issues with the 5th graders, conversations reflecting our uncertainty and in which we wrestled
with the “appropriateness” of the content came up in different ways. Indeed, while we believe
strongly that these events and issues have a place in elementary classrooms, we sometimes did
not have a clear sense how to approach difficult topics in “age-appropriate” ways. Although we
were sometimes able to find resources that helped provide some guidance or affirmation, it often
took a great deal of time to locate and examine resources, or these resources still did not provide
us with guidelines or affirmation related to our specific age/group of students. Perhaps in relation
to Fiona’s role as the teacher-of-record, Fiona’s occasional uncertainty about how to best
approach a certain topic, despite her self-initiated desire to do so, sometimes led to feelings of
doubt or nervousness; and we worked together to preview and discuss ideas and resources. In
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some cases, my feedback and affirmation helped Fiona feel more confident in her decisions and
move ahead with her plan; in other cases, I jumped in as a co-teacher to help with the
conversation during instruction.
For example, the day after a pro-Trump mob stormed the United States Capitol building
to attempt to disrupt the certification of Joe Biden’s Electoral College victory, Fiona scrambled
to plan a brief lesson to discuss these events with students. As we talked about the lesson plan
before school started and I watched the video she found to open the lesson, the following
conversation occurred:
Sam [starting to watch the video Fiona planned to use in her lesson]: Oh, this is a good
video… [see figure 61]
Fiona: It’s appropriate, right?
Sam: Yeah, I mean, it seems fine, I’m sure it’s fine.
Fiona: I mean, their parents are near, that’s why I’m just like, ehh…
Sam: I think it’s okay.
Fiona: It’s- the news has it on, so – the news talks about how, he [Trump] even came out
recently, like you know, last night and condemned the acts of violence-Sam: Yeah I saw that—
Fiona: --And he said a peaceful transfer of power needs to happen, so I feel like…
Sam: Yep – I think so, I think it’s good.
Fiona: Okay.
[Later, after watching the video and while students were responding to a prompt]
Fiona: [mutes herself, so students can’t hear her, and addresses me] Also, will you help
me explain, like, I feel stuck right now.
Sam: Yeah! Yeah, sure.
Fiona: So feel free to like jump in and explain…
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Sam: Do you want me to talk about the article with them?
Fiona: Yeah, that would be great. Cause, all the sudden I just got like, real nervous.

Figure 61. Start of “Flocabularly” video used in Fiona’s lesson about the storming of the U.S. Capitol.

Later, I reflected:
We didn’t really plan to talk (or not to talk) about the woman who was killed at the
Capitol, but (of course!) a student brought it up, and I’ve been thinking again about how
tricky it can be to navigate these conversations. The student wanted to know about why
and how it happened. As I tried to respond to her, I thought about all of the different
experiences and maturity levels of the students in the class. How do we talk to kids about
violence like this? In the end, I think it went okay, but I wonder how others at this grade
level are approaching this topic.

It wasn’t until after this lesson that we came across a resource titled, “Talking to Kids
About the Violence at the U.S. Capitol” (Lowry, 2021), which broke down the topic into sections
for approaching this conversation with kids ages 2-7, ages, 8-12, and teens. While we were
sometimes able to locate resources like this in advance, both for ourselves and for students, (see
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section “A Network of Sources,”), it did not always eliminate manifestations of uncertainty or
nervousness about facilitating learning around a certain topic.
Similarly, the eLearning context created a different dynamic than Fiona typically
experienced in her classroom. Our frequent sighting of family members or people around
students reminded us that it was likely that many others in addition to our students were “in” our
classroom, also prompting feelings of uncertainty or doubt about our approaches. For example,
Fiona and I talked about a lesson Fiona had planned around the response to the insurrection at
the Capitol:
Fiona: I really wish I could have a real conversation about this, and like about equity
issues related to this, but I feel like… I don’t know who’s near them, so I don’t want it to
be a thing of like, well this teacher was promoting…
Sam: Yeah, I mean, we did a bunch of stuff about the election when the election was
happening and that was fine…But either way, I mean I think this is a good thing to learn
how to discuss and express what you’re thinking without like, taking a strong side, and
even for others around them who might hear…
In this exchange, Fiona indicates her fear about having a “real” conversation with students due to
who might overhear and what conclusions they might draw. We noted the complexity around
passers-by not understanding the prior conversations we had had or the community we had
created, which could lead them to misinterpret something they overheard in our eLearning class.
Despite these instances, we did not identify a singular instance in our data in which this
uncertainty or fear was substantiated. In fact, there was never a situation in which we were
questioned, confronted, or asked to justify our topics, instruction, lessons, etc., either by family
members or by school staff/administration; and we were proud of the steps we took that required
us to push through this unfounded fear or uncertainty about appropriateness.
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Student voices
“Ms. Peters, can we please pick out a quote from Amanda Gorman’s speech poem
and hang it in our classroom?” (Student request, January 2021)
“We are striving to forge a union with purpose, to compose a [classroom] committed to all
cultures, colors, characters and conditions of [people].”
(Fiona’s class’s excerpt, adapted from Amanda Gorman’s poem)

From day one, Fiona made it clear that the classroom was not “her” classroom but the
students’ classroom, and that she wanted to and expected to hear from them. As the quote above
demonstrates, students felt empowered to offer their unsolicited ideas and opinions, which were
often met with approval or negotiation by Fiona. As an area of overlap with the previouslydescribed pedagogical practice around creating “A Democratic Space” Fiona positioned herself
as a learner along with students, and regularly solicited feedback or ideas from students (“If you
have feedback about how it would be easier to find things [on Canvas], please tell me! We are
all learning, including me” and “Guys I need some help making up games - what games can we
play?”). We used various structures, activities, and practices to create space for student voices,
including community check-ins, morning meetings, lunch bunch (optional) gatherings, small
group instruction, and more.
Similarly, materials, time, and space in both the eLearning and face-to-face classroom
(once students returned) signaled student ownership and represented student decisions. For
example, charts, posters, work, etc. that they themselves created was positioned around the room;
and Fiona invited them to develop playlists of their favorite music that was played at various
times in the day (see Figure 62). Students were regularly provided with time to talk, work on
choice activities/projects, and voice their ideas – despite this often requiring resistance of strict
curriculum and instructional expectations.
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Figure 62. Discussion board for student song requests

Of course, some student voices were rarely or never accessed, particularly during the period of
eLearning when attendance and engagement was a struggle for many students. In other cases,
voices provided insight into students’ negative experiences or perspectives, with some students
speaking up about their frustrations, challenges, or lack of interest in the topic at hand. We found
this to be more frequently the case with students who were often absent or appeared disengaged
(camera off/silent) during eLearning class. One student who rarely attended class, for example,
rarely spoke or typed in the chat, even when she was present. This was the same student who
often used a single, sad-faced emoji alongside her username when she did come to eLearning
class, signaling – what? We are not sure; when we asked, she did not respond. A rare
vocalization of this student’s thinking is expressed in the absent-student-as-voice representation
below.
Absent student-as-voice
I don’t wanna read and im not reading or doing writing. Them stuff boring.
Figure 63. Absent student-as-voice: I’m not reading or doing writing.
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Students’ Meaning-Making Processes. We observed an intersection between some of
our pedagogical practices, curriculum practices, and student voices, which were employed in
different ways and provided varying examples of their meaning-making processes. Placing
attention on and creating space for student voices (dialogue, writing, conversing, sharing,
collaborating, etc.) invited us to observe the different ways in which students engaged in
meaning-making, as they exhibited differing degrees of readiness, interest, understanding, and
commitment. Indeed, our data included a wide range of variance in how students engaged with
or made meaning in relation to the topic at hand, with some expressing passion and deep levels
of thinking around a certain topic, and/or engaging in related conversations and making
connections; and others (or different responses from the same student) making off-topic
statements or jokes, (“WAIT WHAT, WE HAVE PROJECTS?!”); and still others who rarely
participated, whether simply maintaining silence or not attending class at all. Our excerpts and
examples here seek to provide (partial and limited) representations of how (some) students
engaged in meaning-making in (some) situations, including (but not limited to) (1) Generation of
examples, (2) Description of personal connections, (3) Usage of media or materials to facilitate
idea expression, (4) Evaluation or critique of topics.
Generating Examples. One meaning-making process in which students engaged was the
generation of examples relating to the topic, whether based on their own background knowledge,
experiences, or imagination around the topic. For example, after one student showed a video
about systemic racism, in which the topic of redlining was brought up, I asked students about
their reactions. Jenny explained:
I think it’s really, really unfair. Because...it’s about something else than the color of
every person’s skin. It's about like, hey are you like… are you gonna pay for this and
that? And it should be only based by the things you have. No, not the things you have… it
should be based by the skill you have. Like if you want to do something like… I don't
203

know, cooking, but you're not a higher level yet, you need to work up, you do it. There
shouldn't be, only able to just be white people to do it.
In this example, Jenny verbally processed the video topic of racial discrimination, generating an
example about someone’s cooking ability. In her example, she worked through her
understanding of the topic by concluding a person’s skill, not a person’s skin color, should be the
factor influencing their opportunities.
Similarly, after the conclusion of Isabela’s presentation on the topic of immigration, she
and Miguel continued to discuss the topic, generating additional examples:
Isabela: Some immigrants build, or like remodel houses. If we didn’t have immigrants,
how would some houses look? Would they even look nice?
Miguel: Well, yeah, Hispanics built up our like… usually you think of Mexicans, because
Mexicans are Hispanic. Usually Mexicans are immigrants and really hard working. So,
that’s why a lot of houses are built. Because a lot of immigrants or people of different
ethnicities built houses here. Half of these houses wouldn't even be built without a lot of
immigrants, or Hispanics.
Miguel and Isabela extended the topic by generating related examples that supported Isabela’s
generic references to the importance of immigrants in the United States, both naming specific
immigrant groups and naming specific examples about how they contributed to society. Though
no one had given any indication of challenging the concept of immigration or the value of
immigrants in our communities, these students engaged with the topic by providing concrete
examples validating the role of immigrants, perhaps speaking back to a discriminatory narrative
about immigrants with which they were already familiar.
Making Personal Connections. In addition to Fiona and I making connections and
providing examples related to students’ interests, life experiences, etc. (e.g., pedagogical
practices – Embedding student interests and personal connections into instruction), we observed
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in our analysis of our data that students did the same as they processed or discussed various
issues. As students engaged with different concepts, they often also shared personal connections,
experiences, or opinions, which had both direct and indirect connections to the topic that was
initially introduced. For example, in one conversation, one student had posed a question about
the extent to which others felt confident in their race, ethnicity, or culture, even when these were
different from others. Another student, while not directly answering the question, continued the
conversation:
Niya: Um… I honestly don't care cause if someone says, um, “You don't look Hispanic,”
well if my family is Hispanic, then yes I am. It doesn't matter how you look, it's like, your
whole family is, like, that thing. Cause most of the time –
Miguel: – Yeah, cause Hispanic is like, your ethnicity –
Niya: – and, most of my family comes from Puerto Rico, and like, if a stranger walks up
to me without knowing me they are probably going to think I’m just white because, like, I
get a lot of my genes from my mom, so I do look a lot more like a white person than
Hispanic and–
Miguel: [interrupting] –but… Hispanic can come in every color – it’s… Also a lot of
Hispanics have features. So, usually you could tell it’s an ethnicity instead of a race but
in the USA it should be considered a race because of how much Hispanic people build up
in the USA from being immigrants… But you can’t really assume someone’s Hispanic or
not.
In another example, as we were discussing immigration after Isabela shared her choice project on
that same topic, Miguel made a personal connection:
Miguel: My grandma immigrated here. From Mexico.
Sam: Wow, that’s cool. Has she told you about what that was like for her?
Miguel: Yeah, she said she had like to get this thing – like this letter – that would let her
to get here in America. Because in Mexico they had to, like um, she had to work hard so
she can get over here.
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Miguel engaged with this topic and shared an example from his own life relating to this topic,
suggesting one of the ways in which he was making meaning in relation to the project his
classmate presented.
Using Media and Materials. In other examples, we noticed that students made use of
media or other materials to express ideas. For example, several students found and embedded
video clips into their choice project presentations to help explain their topic. One student
explained her rationale for embedding a video on systemic racism into her project, pointing out
that the video “explains it good” and since she felt like she couldn’t “explain all that.”
In another example, Kiara was working on her presentation on the topic she chose,
“Protests.” As she was sharing a progress update with me and a few other students during a lunch
conversation, she reached a slide she had created about the murder of George Floyd, and stated:
“So this slide here… so I was very, very, very, in my feelings for this one. So I’m like, okay, I
don’t know what to say, so I’m just gonna copy-paste. So this is all copy, paste.” In this instance,
Kiara made use of media (in a way that many would call plagiarism) to help her articulate a topic
she wanted to include but was too “in her feelings” and “didn’t know what to say.”
Evaluating and Critiquing. In another type of meaning-making process, students
sometimes adopted the role of evaluator or critic to engage with a topic. For example, reacting to
the previously-mentioned video on systemic racism and redlining, Joshua responded:
It made me think that… most higher people, most high people that are like high in power,
they’re just mostly idiots. They go crazy with power and end up becoming idiots. I mean
how do you think we got into this mess with corona [Covid-19] and stuff? Definitely not
our president(Trump) [sarcastically]… Yeahhh he’s definitely in the clear
[sarcastically]. But I don’t want to dive into that, because that’s politics, and politics is
annoying.
In this example, Joshua made connections between the video and current events, seemingly
positioning himself as a knowledgeable critic who did not want to “dive into” this topic but who
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concluded that people in power are “mostly idiots.” His role as critic here enabled him to quickly
categorize the problem, making a broad judgment statement about people that are in power and
then disengaging with the topic.
In a related example, after reading a nonfiction story about Julia Alvarez’s experiences as
an immigrant learning English in the United States as a young child, students began to discuss
topics around identity, language, bullying, and the school’s “responsibility.” Miguel adopted an
evaluative stance as he processed this story in relation to his experiences in a prior school in
which kids were often bullied:
Miguel: One of the things is always like, tell an adult. But at this school I used to go - no
adult don’t even care what we do. Fight, whatever, they don't care. But if we break
something, or somebody start bleeding, that’s when they start caring. It sucked…The only
one that breaks up the fight is the kids.
Sam: Wow - it sounds like some things really need to change there.
Miguel: Yeah…Do you know how people come and rate the school? Right? When that our school was a F. Then it turned into a D. If it was me judging, rating that school, I
woulda kept it a F.
In this example, Miguel makes use of the state’s school grading framework to provide his own
evaluation of his former school. Employing this evaluative stance and an evaluation system with
which he and others were familiar, he engaged in meaning-making in relation to the story, the
topic of bullying, and his own experiences. Of course, his evaluation model (school grading
based on adults’ provision of care and response to aggression) differed drastically from the
state’s evaluation model (school grading based on students’ standardized testing performance),
with Miguel’s evaluation centering student wellbeing without connection to academics.
Student Learning
In our analysis, we identified two categories of student learning throughout this study.
First and more traditionally, student learning was (and was not) evidenced through student work
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and assessments (informal, summative, standardized, etc.). Second, we identified various
instances of students’ informal application of or integration of ideas, which demonstrated their
learning in different ways. These themes are explained in the following sections.
Student Work and Assessments. As one of the most prevalent themes in our analysis of
district-as-voice, relentless student testing ensured that we had a variety of data points related to
student academic performance in reading, writing, and math. However, contrasting this data with
a variety of factors, including the fact that this study took place during a pandemic with a
transition to eLearning, cast doubt on our ability to draw conclusions about student learning from
this data. As previously described in Responsiveness to Context section, we felt that the context
of this study and indeed, students’ lives at this time, destabilized the already-problematic ideas
about measuring student learning.
Broadly, Fiona and I did not view assessment data gathered through district-mandated
assessments as a meaningful representation of student learning or lack thereof. As the majority of
students in Fiona’s class were categorized in the “red” category on their baseline assessments
(Tier 3, two or more grade levels below), there was a breakdown in functionality of the
“interventions” we were directed to implement for students below level – (“How do we provide
intense small group or one-on-one interventions to the whole class?” [field notes, Sept. 2020]) –
and we felt that both the ways were asked to measure learning and to address learning gaps were
significantly flawed.
Despite this, we had a variety of evidence pointing to various types of learning (some)
students demonstrated, alongside various examples of the ways in which (some) students did not
achieve learning targets. For example, twelve out of twenty students in one class section met
their mid-year growth targets on one assessment that was administered three times per year (fall,
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winter, spring), representing both a success and a failure when viewed from different angles.
More students could have met their learning targets and more students could not have. Some
students who did not meet their learning target, for example, were performing “at grade level” on
their baseline assessment and did not achieve a particular score, despite demonstrating a wide
variety of learning and application of ideas in other ways. In other cases, students met their
learning target but rarely had come to class and were not demonstrating learning in other ways,
casting doubt on the accuracy of their performance on the baseline test, mid-year test, or both. In
this way, we resisted the district’s understanding of “measuring student learning,” instead
considering varying pieces of information we had and avoiding conclusions based on singular
test results – a practice which we found to continually be assumed as accurate by the district and
state.
Of course, we identified ongoing, daily micro-examples of student learning through their
everyday work, conversations, comments, questions, assignments, and so on – not only in their
reading and writing abilities, but in many other ways that may not be captured in assessments or
are not even part of any formal “assessment.” This included learning around various topics and
content areas embedded in our reading and writing materials, learning about how to gather and
convey information using a variety of different platforms, learning about how to engage in a
learning community virtually, learning a wide range of technology skills and processes, learning
how to make “home” function as a classroom, and more.
Viewing this topic through the lens of student identity complexity, we also found it
difficult to categorize or draw conclusions about students’ overall learning in broad or conclusive
ways. For each “example” of student learning, we identified counter-examples and related
examples and differing examples, both for the same student and for other students in the class.
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We offer representations of our findings related to student learning in two found poems below,
contrasting district-as-voice (titled Progress Monitoring, composed from artifacts, primarily the
district’s eLearning guiding document teachers were expected to follow) with our own
observations and conclusions (titled An Alternative Perspective, composed from field notes and
Sam’s researcher journal, with italics representing direct quotes from these data sources).

Progress Monitoring.

District-as-Voice
Students who are not submitting quality work
in a timely fashion
are not learning.
As such,
instructors monitor their students
to make sure that each student
is learning
in their classroom.
Instructors
must
call each student
who is not successfully submitting work consistently
or with quality;
that is a student who is not learning right now
or not passing.
Teachers will need to refer to
their content area progress monitoring measures and reporting features
to ensure that each student is
actively making progress on
their assigned weekly tasks.
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An Alternative Perspective
They are learning.
They are reading and writing and speaking and laughing.
They are babysitting and preparing food and teaching their siblings.
They are sharing about their lives.
They are playing, finding something positive in challenging circumstances.
They are connecting.
They cannot be divided into three colors:
Red, yellow, green.
They are people.
When did learning become equivalent to
Only submitting work consistently?
Or to achieving a numerical score representing their reading ability,
On a test taken from home,
During a pandemic?
They are struggling but,
They are learning, and
they are surviving.

Informal Application or Integration of Ideas. This category represents situations in
which students demonstrated their learning outside of formal lessons, teacher prompting,
assignments, or assessments. Evidence of students’ learning appeared in unexpected or
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unanticipated ways as students authentically applied ideas or previous learning to new situations,
brought up topics on their own, or wrestled with ideas during informal conversations. For
example, in one exchange, two students were chatting during “lunch bunch” about a video game
(Roblox) they both play:
Jenny: …and this other player saw me and, she’s like, ‘How is she even doing that?’
Well she said he, actually. Like she didn’t know I am a girl, I guess.
[3 second pause]
Kiara: Jenny, are you going to tell her you’re a girl?
Jenny: Oh I don’t know. A lot of people just pick my pronouns for me.
The interaction between two 5th grade students casually talking about misgendering and pronoun
usage is an example of the nuanced ways that evidence of learning appeared informally,
particularly in relation to social justice issues that we had previously and more “formally”
discussed as a class. In contrast with a possible yes/no answer or one in which girl as fixed
identity would be implied, Jenny’s response signifies her awareness of issues around gender and
gender identity. Arguably, Jenny’s application of these ideas to this real-life circumstance
provided an important demonstration of her learning.
In another example, students demonstrated their introductory understanding of
stereotypes and wrestled with this idea during an informal, student-initiated conversation. Kiara
wanted to a show a “really funny” video to Jenny about “How girls versus boys talk to dogs.”
This Roblox-themed video showed a boy character approaching a dog and saying, “Hey buddy,”
while the girl who approached the dog began to squeal incoherently in a high-pitched voice
“Eeee [incoherent] soo cuuuteeeeee!” Both Kiara and Jenny laughed as they watched the video.
Then, Jenny began:
Jenny: [Smiling] It’s kind of like a stereotype... but, it’s kind of true.
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Kiara: Yeah, yeah. Cause girls do do that sometimes. And boys don’t, but like maybe
some do.
Sam: That’s true Jenny. It is a stereotype but kind of true. That’s the thing about
stereotypes, sometimes they kind of come from something that’s kind of true, but the
problem is when we assume like, everybody is that way. You know?
In another lesson, we replaced the curriculum text with a different article in order to overlap the
teaching of a reading skill (Making Inferences) with exploration of a social justice issue
(Immigration; Linguistic diversity). We read a story called Julia Moves to the U.S. As we
engaged in a conversation about the text, in which Julia was having a difficult time due to how
other kids were treating her in her new school in the United States, one student interjected,
“They’re being racist.” In this example, a student recognized and pointed out an example of
racism, without being prompted and without the text itself or conversation mentioning race or
racism at all. Indeed, the ability of a fifth grader to independently identify and point out an
example of racism demonstrates their understanding and learning about this topic.
Similarly, students demonstrated learning when they brought up connections they were
making between topics. For example, Fiona recounted one lesson to me where students were
reading and discussing a poem about slavery, and then students changed the direction of the
conversation:
And then Niya raised her hand and was like, “Wow, so number one…” – like I'm pretty
sure this is word for word – “Number one, slavery is tragic. But also, think about how
relevant this is to our society right now. Think about the BLM movement, you know,
BLM.” And another student was like, “That's Black Lives Matter,” and, Niya goes,
“Yeah, Black Lives Matter. Right now we have people Black people who are
disproportionately being killed by our police forces, and people are protesting the
brutality, and the treatment of these people!”
Students also demonstrated awareness of issues of power, privilege, and bias, using these terms
independently and bringing them up on their own. For example:
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Miguel: …Because [Kamala Harris] was the first woman to ever have necessarily power
in a presidential house.
Fiona: Yeah. Crazy.
Miguel: And a person of color, also. Cause there was never no Asian, Hispanic, Black
President before, besides Obama.
In these examples, like many more we identified in our data, we identified evidence of student
learning as they brought up issues, made connections, used specific language, and expressed
understanding of social justice issues impacting the world.
In addition, Fiona and I often noted that learning occurred or was demonstrated in ways
we hadn’t expected. Perhaps being new to some of these conversations with students, we didn’t
always anticipate how students would respond, what questions they might have, or what they
might take away from the conversation. After one extensive conversation with students, Fiona
and I talked:
Fiona: I’m glad that we like - I feel like – we cleared up some misconceptions!
Sam: Yeah, I think so too! I know, it’s always surprising to hear like, what they are
wondering or what they think…
Fiona: And how accurately they understand - like [student] was talking about what she
was learning from the news and had specific questions about it, and we were able to like,
talk about why it’s important to inform yourself on the things that are important to you
and then make your own choices...

Absent student-as-voice
Sam: Have you heard anything from [Student who was absent for 3 days]?
Fiona: I tried to call again yesterday, but, no response. I’m not sure, what is going on.
Figure 64. Absent student-as-voice: Absent for three days and no response.
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Conclusion
This chapter provided descriptions and representations of the findings we identified
through our data analysis processes. First, I described the polyvocal and material influences that
we identified in this study. Next, we provide an overview and various representations of our
findings related to our research questions and the EFE framework, including findings around
context responsiveness, identity complexity, pedagogical practices, curriculum practices, family
and community connections, teacher commitment, student voices, and student learning. In
chapter 5, I discuss considerations and implications related to these findings.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to explore how the Education for Equity (EFE) framework
functioned in one urban elementary classroom, and how a teacher, a researcher, and students
described and represented the meanings they made through EFE’s functioning in this classroom.
This study builds upon and extends work and research done around equity advancement in
elementary contexts. In addition, as a new body of research is forming in relation to elementary
education during Covid-19 and the transition to eLearning, this study’s focus on equity work in
an urban school context during this challenging time offers an additional contribution to this
emerging body of literature. I worked alongside Fiona in her fifth grade classroom for over six
months, from the school’s pre-planning processes in August and the beginning of the eLearning
school year, through many students’ return to face-to-face instruction five months later. Through
use of case study and participatory methods, we produced representations around our learning
related to our research questions as we explored EFE within this unique context. In this chapter, I
discuss considerations and implications in relation to our findings in this study.
EFE Framework Discussion
In chapter 1, I conceptualized the Education for Equity framework that informed and
guided this research. EFE served as a useful framework for approaching this study, as well as for
decision-making and analysis throughout and after the study. For example, using the different
categories of practices that had been identified as themes in past research as represented in the
EFE framework – pedagogy, curriculum, family and community connections, and teacher
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commitment – we were able to identify our enactments of related practices and/or new practices
and to locate or place them within the framework. Similarly, the framework served as a useful
tool to continually reorient ourselves to areas lacking attention in previous research (student
learning, centering student voices, identity complexity), and to facilitate our ongoing
consideration of how we were attending to, learning about, or struggling with these components.
In this way, EFE functioned as a framework for thinking about our work, analyzing our data, and
as a force that facilitated and enabled new practices, considerations, and ways of thinking. This
may have implications for teachers, teacher educators, and researchers, as this study provides
examples of practical applications of equity-focused practices for elementary teachers, as well as
points to possibilities for learning about and enabling EFE’s context-specific functioning in order
to contribute to collective understandings around equity advancement in education.

Figure 65: EFE Framework
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Next, this study also produced additional examples and practices related to placing
attention on various types of diversity. While we had initially wondered whether facilitating
exploration and affirmation around multiple and varying types of diverse identities and
experiences too large a task, use of the framework to guide our decision-making helped us
continually consider opportunities for integrating diverse voices, stories, and representations; and
over time, we found that EFE prompted and enabled our integration of practices and materials
representing, affirming, or exploring broad considerations of diversity.
This research also provided further insight into how some components of the EFE
framework might be understood and/or expanded. For example, while the framework centralizes
the importance of understanding of and responsiveness to the school and community context, this
study demonstrated the ways in which national and global events may also be relevant contextual
factors that can interact with the school and community context in various ways. As “outside
forces” over which we had little control, factors like the Covid-19 pandemic had profound
implications within our context and on our conception of responsiveness to context. At the same
time, we were also in the midst of what Ladson-Billings (2020) referred to as “the racial
pandemic,” or the pandemic of racism that we have lived with for a long time but which was
now intersecting with Covid-19 and creating a “dual pandemic” (Ladson-Billings, 2020). As we
taught through instances and impacts of racially motivated violence and police brutality, the
Black Lives Matter movement and protests, the 2021 Presidential election and resulting
insurrection at the U.S. Capitol, and other national events that intersected with our students’ lives
and communities, these became contextual factors around which we aimed to navigate
responsiveness throughout this study. In this way, the EFE framework’s foundational component
of context responsiveness might be expanded to refer to “understanding of and responsiveness to
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the school and community context, including considerations of local, national, and global
factors that intersect with this context.”
Context Responsiveness Implications
The ways that global and national events intersected with our context and required us to
place heightened attention on the meaning of contextual responsiveness prompts additional
considerations. For example, in what ways might particular events and circumstances that are not
part of the “mainstream conversation” be regularly intersecting with students’ lives and contexts?
While the “dual pandemic” (Ladson-Billings, 2020) received heightened attention in ways that
required us to consider the context all the time and in ways that we have not always had to do,
perhaps the mentality brought on by these events has implications for teachers’ day-to-day work
in classrooms – whether in a pandemic or not. Some of our students are already in crisis –
financially, physically, mentally, emotionally, and so on – and this may be more likely to be
overlooked when a global conversation isn’t bringing these needs to the forefront.
In this study, some students’ lack of stable internet access, lack of adequate or stable
housing, lack of distraction-free and/or properly-lit working conditions at home, and so on were
blatantly and regularly brought to our attention as we facilitated eLearning through web
conferencing (Zoom) that summoned us into students’ houses and lives in ways that we had not
previously experienced. However, without this visibility enabled through eLearning, it may be
less likely that teachers are confronted with contextual factors surrounding students’ lives on a
daily basis, making the need for/ways to engage in responsiveness more elusive or unclear.
Teachers committed to equity work, then, ought to keep at the forefront questions about the
context, including home, local, national, or global factors that may be intersecting with students’
lives. Regular consideration around how the context with which teachers are familiar or
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perceiving may differ from the context students are experiencing is necessary, alongside pursuit
of opportunities for teachers to continually learn about the context and its impact on students’
lives at different times and in different ways. For example, enactment of EFE practices such as
acknowledgement of feelings and space to talk and space for student expression enabling
multifaceted portrayals of student selves allowed us to learn about how students were making
meaning around and navigating Covid-19 in their particular lives and at different times (for
example, see found poem, “I wish Covid was not a thing at all”).
As previously described, we had considered “postponing” this study due to the events
taking place and the transition to eLearning before ultimately concluding that we should move
forward with this research, acknowledging that there may not be an “ideal time” to prioritize
equity work in the classroom. Viewing surrounding events and circumstances as part of the
context invites the reframing of disruptions, challenges, unexpected events, prompting us to ask:
What do responsiveness and equity advancement look like now, given this context? Teachers
committed to equity cannot wait for the “right” circumstances, adequate time, or fewer stressors,
as we were initially tempted to do at the transition to distance learning. Attention to possibilities
for equity advancement is urgently in needed, all the time, and in ways that adapt to and are
responsive to contextual demands.
This context and our related finding about balancing responsiveness, flexibility, and high
academic expectations has implications for teachers and leaders in urban schools, as well as for
districts and policymakers. While high academic expectations are not incompatible with
flexibility and responsiveness, re-thinking how we understand and facilitate high academic
expectations remains necessary and requires further attention. In this research, we identified
ways to reframe what high academic expectations looked like and entailed (e.g., choice projects)
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in order to demonstrate greater responsiveness and flexibility around students’ lives. However,
we also would have benefited from greater support in understanding what flexibility and
responsiveness might include during times such as this. For example, Darling-Hammond (2021)
describes the need “to support educators in recognizing the effects of trauma, accessing resources
for children, and supporting their attachment and healing, rather than unwittingly exacerbating
the effects of trauma by using curriculum and rules that alienate, rather than reattach students to
school” (Why We Should Aim for Reinvention section, para. 2). As many dominant narratives
now obsess over “learning loss” and “the Covid slide,” educators continue to receive the direct or
implied message that prioritizing particular types of academic expectations is the top priority.
However, “If we focus only on ‘learning loss,’ we will walk down a familiar road, one paved
with repetitive remediation, disengaged students, and reluctant families who are disillusioned
with impersonal, inauthentic learning” (Darling-Hammond, 2021, What a New Normal Should
Look Like section, para. 8). Balancing responsiveness, flexibility, and high academic
expectations is not a formula that can be followed with straightforward steps, but educators and
researchers alike must continue to pursue this balance in context-specific ways to meet our
students where they are.
Polyvocality and Materiality in Teachers’ and Students’ Lives
In this study, we identified several “voices” that were regularly intersecting with our
thinking and work. These included district-as-voice, curriculum-as-voice, media-as-voice, absent
student-as-voice, and engaged student-as-voice. Our naming of these voices and analysis in
relation to the ways in which they functioned in study allowed us to consider the ways that
different forces overlapped with our daily lives, compelling a response: embrace, resist, ignore,
challenge, tolerate, accept, and so on. These voices did not function as one-dimensional forces
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with singular effects. Instead, we understood them as intertwined with and collectively
contributing to our daily work, making their implications or effects difficult to articulate but
nonetheless effectual. We and our students and our work – from each of our distinct place-time
positions – were being constituted and constituting others at the intersection of these various
voices. This research might be useful in prompting further conversations or research around the
multiple voices that likely intersect with teachers’ daily work, including what these voices enable
or constrain when they may be heard as dissonant, concerning, contradictory, helpful, supportive,
etc. In this study, we continually attended to ways we might center student voices; and while this
enabled our understanding of some of the polyvocal influences in students’ lives, more research
and/or analysis focused specifically on polyvocality in students’ lives would contribute to our
understandings of equity advancement work.
We also observed that while the voices we identified “spoke” to us often, in many cases
we did not have the opportunity to “speak back” to them (e.g., district-as-voice), perhaps
signifying the power some voices held within particular relationships or networks. Researchers
and educators, then, might consider various voices – including voices that are missing or
silenced, voices that have varying degrees of power, voices that are unidirectional, and more –
and what these voices do in teaching and learning, in research, and in lives. In addition, we
acknowledge that each of the voices we identified was also intersecting with other voices that
were less perceptible or more distanced from our particular position. For example, a voice we
might designate as state-as-voice was certainly speaking to district-as-voice, likely in a similar
unidirectional way that we felt district-as-voice communicated with us. In this way, voices and
the power they contain may be constituted in different ways; and they may have multiple
functions, productions, and effects within the networks in which they exist (Foucault, 1979;
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Jackson, & Mazzei, 2011). Teaching, while frequently described as isolating (e.g., Calabrese,
1986; Cookson, 2005; Lortie, 1975), is not taking place in isolation from all else; and ongoing
attention to the functioning of different voices may help us create new understandings of the
work of teaching in relation to equity advancement.
In addition, we also identified various ways that matter was agential in this research,
pointing to further opportunities for research and analysis in relation to equity issues in schools.
Equity-focused research remains primarily anthropocentric, as researchers – and humans in
general – tend to center the human as decision-maker or object of study in relation to various
topics and questions. In schools, meritocratic discourses remain prevalent, centering the student’s
supposed determination and will as the primary factors contributing to their achievement or lack
thereof, as well as the teacher’s agency and responsibility for producing (or failing to produce)
specific outcomes. While researchers and educators often challenge these discourses by pointing
to other human-centered factors as contributors, the agential role of matter and nonhuman forces
is more commonly overlooked. This research, then, offers considerations and implications for
greater study of material agency in students’ and teachers’ lives and in equity work broadly.
Counternarratives
Counternarrative to “Kids That Don’t Care.” In contrast with research done about
students or schools, this study contains various examples of students’ voices and meaningmaking processes, in some ways offering closer access and visibility into some students’ lives. It
is not uncommon to hear deficit narratives around kids in “turnaround” or “low-performing” or
“urban” schools that place the blame on students and/or families that “don’t care” (Milner IV,
2008; Weiner, 2003). As a contribution to a multitude of counternarratives (e.g., Alonso et al.,
2009; Milner IV, 2008; Shultz, 2018) seeking to disrupt deficit assumptions perpetuated through
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these narratives, this study provided varying examples of students that care considerably, such as
their portrayal of their love for school, desire to be in school, interest in learning, and their
willingness/ability to engage in thoughtful conversations, navigate challenging circumstances,
offer care and empathy, take ownership of their learning, and more. In addition, varying
representations in our findings demonstrate that our students were capable of and ready for
thoughtful, critical engagement with complex topics and issues around equity, diversity, and
justice (for example, see Opportunities for Choice and Self-Expression, Student Voices, and
Student Learning in chapter 4).
This study also provided examples of the types of challenges students experienced that
sometimes worked against their ability to meet schooling demands and expectations, even as we
worked to adjust these to better align with students’ lives and ways of knowing and being.
Students’ descriptions of and references to the contextual factors surrounding their lives (for
example, see found poem “Where have you been!? Where is your work?” in chapter 4) offer
partial and situated accounts of some students’ experiences that prevented them from attending
class, completing assignments, participating, and so on. Even as some voices within this study
expected maintenance of the status quo around schooling during Covid-19 or blamed
students/families for their lack of “responsibility” or “engagement” during eLearning, this
research provides representations that challenge such narratives.
Counternarrative to “Kids Who Aren’t Ready to Talk about That.” As a teacher
educator, I often work with teachers or teacher candidates who suggest that their elementary
students “aren’t ready” or are “too young” for them to talk about certain topics in the classroom,
even once these teachers have engaged in various types of learning around how to facilitate
social justice learning. However, this study demonstrated that many students were able to and
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interested in engaging with these topics (of course, without any “preparation” or “professional
development” around social justice issues). Many students’ eagerness to talk about certain topics
was bubbling at the surface, and they jumped on opportunities like the choice projects to learn
about, talk about, and ask questions about issues with which they already had some familiarity.
Of course, students’ levels of readiness, interest, and familiarity with various issues differed in
this study. However, by using approaches like opportunities for choice and creating a democratic
space, students who may not have been “ready” or who chose not to engage with certain topics
were not required to do so, and they self-selected themselves out of such conversations or
projects. As evidenced in our representations around choice projects, some students chose topics
like “immigration” or “protests,” while others chose topics like “cats.”
Similarly, despite our finding about uncertainty and doubt in teaching certain topics, our
worries and fears were never realized. Every situation where we uncertainly approached a
potentially provocative or challenging issue went better than we expected and led to productive
conversations and learning for many students. Overall, kids had these conversations comfortably
or openly. As represented in chapter 4, students had awareness of and various experiences
around different social justice issues. This study suggested that (most) students did not lack
awareness or experience in relation to social justice issues. Instead, while they may have been
lacking particular language and/or space to name and discuss these issues, this may be attended
to by teachers who are equipped to facilitate this learning by drawing upon their social justice
pedagogical and content knowledge. An implication related to hesitancy around this work, then,
is the importance of asking: Who isn’t ready – the kids, or the teachers? And what might be done
to better prepare teachers for this work?
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Counternarrative about Teachers. While educators, researchers, and others continue to
challenge and resist the de-professionalization of teachers, narratives that position teachers as
laborers who are unskilled and who are expected to be passive, compliant implementors of a
given (often scripted) curriculum remain prevalent within the sociopolitical context of our
education system. Teachers are often provided with mandated curriculum texts and guidelines,
strict schedules, and heavy surveillance; and they are provided few opportunities or affirmations
around their own autonomy as professionals. This research, however, contributes to numerous
counternarratives that reveal teachers to be skilled, capable, critically-thinking professionals with
expertise who can and should be granted roles that allow them to function as such. Rather than
complying with the de-professionalized role that was implied, Fiona creatively navigated the
expectations placed on her by various voices while simultaneously claiming her professional
autonomy in both overt and covert ways. Fiona outwardly performed compliance where
necessary while maintaining her decision-making power in her teaching practices. In some ways,
such a role could be understood as even more complex and challenging than that of a teacher
given full professional autonomy, in that it requires skillfully navigating clashing ideologies to
fulfill different types and understandings of teacher responsibilities.
Implications around Supporting Teachers toward Equity Advancement
In this study, we identified extensive examples of Fiona’s initiative around equity
advancement, including her enactment of and development of various pedagogical practices,
curriculum practices, teacher commitment practices, and practices related to family and
community connections. This, however, can be contrasted with the voices that sometimes
seemed to resist or hinder this work, particularly district-as-voice and curriculum-as-voice, as
well as our finding about the persistent feeling, “I feel like I should be doing more.” While
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equity-focused teachers will likely always have this mentality until inequities have been
eradicated, these findings and representations also point to the pressures and challenges that
teachers may face on a daily basis. Locating the aspiration to enact equity-focused work
alongside the multitude of pressures teachers are already facing in relation to testing and
accountability measures, we must consider the emotional toll teachers may experience as they
engage in this work, and what we can do in schools, districts, teacher preparation programs, and
policy to create more sustainable and supportive working conditions for equity-focused teachers.
The ways in which our experiences fit or did not fit into narratives emerging about school
during Covid-19 were sometimes not clear to us throughout this study. Absorbed into the day-today navigation of our lives, our teaching, and our responsiveness to new challenges, this work
felt isolating and insurmountable at times; and we sometimes were startled to hear or read others’
experiences, whether due to our own similarities or differences. As the voice insertions in
chapter 4 aimed to represent, different messages also intersected with our daily lives and
provoked in us a persistent sense of urgency, but often in opposing directions or in ways that left
us wondering what we ought to/could do next within our physical, material, and emotional
capacity and within the limited autonomy that we were provided. Aside from the affirmation,
support, and space to process we provided to one another, this was certainly far less emphasized
or facilitated by others or in other ways in this study. While the argument may be made that
perhaps it could have been if we had we pursued this from colleagues, the school, the district,
outside resources, etc., I suggest that greater attention must be placed on supporting teachers, and
indeed, humanizing teachers, especially when considering teachers’ work as intertwined with
their multifaceted lives. Connecting to conversations about students’ home lives, experiences,
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backgrounds, etc. as inseparable from their school selves, in what ways might we better
acknowledge this inseparability in teachers’ lives, as well?
Humanization of Teachers, Too. In the literature, the theme of teacher commitment can
appear heroic and admirable. Teachers dedicate their time, energy, and efforts to taking stands in
their schools, to furthering their own learning, to grant writing, to redesigning curriculum, to
working long hours to provide extra support to students, and more (e.g., Coles-Ritchie & Smith,
2017; Picower, 2011; Siekmann et al., 2017; etc.). Much of this equity-focused work takes place
on top of the “typical” demands of teachers, for which the average K-12 teacher works
approximately 52 hours per week (NCES, 2012). Research continues to point to testing and
accountability pressures, lack of support, and teacher working conditions as key contributors to
high teacher turnover rates, with significantly higher turnover rates in schools serving lowincome students and students of color (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Wronowski,
2020). In addition, research has pointed to the need to place greater attention on teacher wellness,
mental health, and self-care (Gray, Wilcox, & Nordstokke, 2017; Mankin et al., 2018).
Throughout the course of this study, as Fiona and I navigated our equity-focused work
alongside a variety of challenges and accountability pressures, we also experienced (ab)normal
life demands, challenges, and celebrations: a pregnancy, a miscarriage, a birth, a parent
diagnosed with cancer, an engagement, a death. At times, we both invited and resisted the
intrusion of these events into our “work lives,” but found this to be inevitable. As we identified
practices related how we were understanding, supporting, and humanizing students, we
contrasted this with our feelings in relation to the demands and pressures placed on teachers,
seemingly absent of these same efforts. As schools increasingly recognize the importance of
affirming students’ home lives, experiences, and backgrounds and acknowledging the
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interconnectedness between these and their learning experiences, a parallel conversation about
teachers’ lives must be had with greater urgency. This should include considerations of how we
can better allocate teacher planning time in recognition of the time teachers are dedicating to this
outside of work “hours” and in addition to other life demands; how to ensure teachers have the
autonomy to personalize their teaching and invite their lives into school; how to better
understand, affirm and support teachers’ “work-life balance”; what opportunities exist to
strengthen and provide time for teachers’ access to wellbeing and mental health supports; and
how to ensure teachers have access adequate resources so as to decrease the time they spend
acquiring or developing these on their own, among other possibilities.
The need to better attend to teacher wellbeing and to afford teachers with the autonomy
and time necessary to do their jobs well are connected to ongoing conversations about the deprofessionalization and demoralization of teachers (e.g., De Saxe, Bucknovitz, & MahoneyMosedale, 2020; Giroux & McLaren, 1986; Milner IV, 2013; Wronowski, 2020). Increasingly
stripped of their autonomy, teachers have fewer opportunities to make decisions around their
curriculum and teaching. This, in turn, may often require equity-focused teachers to camouflage
their work, to make creative and time-consuming adjustments to their curriculum and instruction,
and/or to engage in risky noncompliance (e.g., Picower, 2011), which may be likely to hinder or
cause deterioration in equity-focused teachers’ self-efficacy. If our system continues to allow the
minimalization of teacher wellbeing, the de-professionalization and demoralization of teachers,
and the normalization of overtime work and insufficient resources, we risk the perpetuation or
increase of teacher stress, burnout, and turnover; and of course, possibilities for enacting real and
broad change toward equity advancement are challenging and unlikely.

229

Equity as a Mindset. As others have suggested (e.g., Aronson & Laughter, 2016;
Bartolome, 1994; Ladson-Billings, 2006; DiAngelo, & Sensoy, 2010), work related to equity
advancement is not simply a set of practices that can be implemented. While practices may be a
start and may be used to guide teachers in the right direction, this study demonstrated the ways
that equity work as a mindset enabled ongoing equity-focused planned and unplanned responses,
decisions, and learning experiences. Many of the practices enacted in Fiona’s classroom can be
related to her knowledge of equity issues and the equity-oriented lens through which curriculum,
instruction, people, and events were understood and which enabled particular practices. For
example, our identification of “openings” in the curriculum to further explore particular social
justice issues (see Leveraging given curriculum materials) stemmed from our awareness of these
issues/topics and their relationship to given stories, events, and/or contexts within our materials.
In order to enact this practice, a teacher must be able to identify and connect these issues to their
opportunities for exploration. Similarly, in relation to the teacher commitment practices we
identified, Fiona’s eagerness to pursue solutions to challenges and new opportunities to engage,
connect with, and be responsive to students (see Growth mindset) demonstrate the ways in which
mindset, dispositions, and practices are intertwined.
In addition, some of our findings relate to practices that could not necessarily be taught or
transferred to any context (e.g., Impromptu exampling; Making learning relevant and personal)
unless the teacher has some foundational or developing skills, knowledge, and dispositions,
including equity literacy, the ability to connect with and build relationships with students, the
ability to navigate challenging topics with students in a developmentally appropriate way, etc.
This provokes the question: What helps teachers reach this point? Possibilities for developing
and strengthening this mindset are discussed below.
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Teacher Learning for Equity Mindset Development. While there is no formulaic
approach to becoming an equity-oriented teacher, teachers both must be taught to and must take
it upon themselves to become learners of equity issues, their students and their communities.
Fiona’s background experiences suggest that ongoing learning in specific equity-focused areas,
such as through teacher preparation, professional development, graduate coursework, schooluniversity partnership opportunities, and so on are likely to contribute to teachers’ equity
orientation and the multifaceted outcomes this may facilitate. Prior to beginning this study, Fiona
had a solid understanding of her content area and equity/social justice issues; and she had
extensive experience teaching at this grade level and within this school community. Fiona also
stayed closely attuned to sociopolitical issues, pursuing her own learning and engaging in
discussions with others as current events unfolded. These interconnected facets of becoming a
teacher prepared and committed to equity work may be nonlinear and ambiguous; however,
various stakeholders, including teachers, schools, districts, teacher preparation programs,
communities, and beyond can and must contribute to helping teachers develop the skills and
dispositions necessary for equity work. In addition, viewing equity literacy as a content area
itself that is both distinct from and overlaps with other content areas offers one possible
approach.
Equity and Pedagogical Content Knowledge. Many teacher educators recognize the
importance of developing teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge as a foundation for
successful teaching (Shulman, 1987). This study points to the need for an additional layer to how
we conceptualize pedagogical content knowledge in order to ensure teachers are prepared with
the knowledge, skills, and practices to facilitate learning around social justice issues for students
at different ages and developmental levels. In this research, for example, Fiona used her
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knowledge of equity social justice issues, her knowledge of students’ interests and
developmental levels, and her knowledge of successful pedagogical practices with her learners to
plan approaches for taking complex issues and making them relevant and accessible to students
in meaningful ways (e.g., see Impromptu exampling). However, even with Fiona’s extensive
experiences learning about equity and social issues, we still identified uncertainty, doubt, and
fear as a theme in how this work was sometimes approached; and Fiona and I often wrestled with
how to go about equity work in our daily classroom lives, regularly feeling like “we should be
doing more.” These findings stemmed from various artifacts and conversations where we felt we
missed opportunities, were unsure where/how make equity-focused adjustments, wondered how
best to approach certain topics, how our lessons or conversations might unfold, whether we
would get pushback, how to enact an unbiased but justice-oriented stance, and so on.
Dyches and Boyd (2017) offer one possible framework for integrating social justice work
with pedagogical content knowledge, describing social justice pedagogical and content
knowledge (SJPACK). This framework is segmented into three domains: social justice
knowledge, social justice pedagogical knowledge, and social justice content knowledge. Dyches
and Boyd (2017) conceptualize SJPACK as a paradigm for teacher education that prepares
teachers to understand systems of oppression, privilege, and domination; to enact pedagogies that
advance equity and “position students to act for justice” (p. 483); and to facilitate the exploration
of social justice content as classroom subject matter. Equipping teachers with SJPACK through
teacher preparation, professional development, and ongoing learning opportunities is one
possibility for ensuring teachers are prepared, continually learning, and supported as they engage
in equity-focused work. SJPACK may also be understood as a component of “teacher
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commitment” practices in EFE, whereby teachers work toward developing this specific
pedagogical and content knowledge as they pursue ongoing learning.
For example, while Fiona had many prior learning experiences around equity and social
justice issues, a connection to the pedagogical practices around supporting elementary students’
learning in relation to these issues had not been a focus. In many ways, we developed SJPACK
through the course of this study, and this suggests that the EFE framework may be used to
facilitate teacher learning around SJPACK. Additional or simultaneous learning focused on
SJPACK may have reduced the nervousness, doubt, or fear that sometimes emerged related to
Fiona’s teaching. Therefore, I suggest that ongoing attention to and research around teacher
equity-focused learning and the development of SJPACK will contribute to and strengthen EFE
outcomes. The equity work of teachers equipped with SJPACK and an equity mindset is likely to
proliferate as students, with a safe space to dialogue, are provided with support in situating and
critically evaluating experiences, issues, or events, and to develop as critically conscious
individuals who are prepared and empowered to work toward equity and justice in their own
lives, communities, and beyond.
Forces Working Against EFE
Our findings in relation to EFE’s functioning also point to voices, materials, discourses,
and circumstances that worked against or resisted some components of equity advancement as
conceptualized through the EFE framework. For example, we observed the ways in which the
“loudest” district voices often clashed with our practices or required us to place our
attention/efforts on different priorities than those we or our students held, particularly in relation
to equity advancement; or, the ways these voices contained assumptions that positioned us and
our students as abnormal, inadequate, blame-worthy, or with essentialized identities. In the
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following sections, I discuss four overlapping topics that were present in and had relationships to
our findings in this study that require attention in order to further equity advancement. These
include the group labeling of students, a narrowed curriculum, the decline of social studies, and
obsession with testing preparation and outcomes, each of which worked against or challenged
EFE’s functioning in some ways.
Group Labeling. In this research, we found that use of group labels connecting to
implied student deficits or assessment performance implications was widespread. Group labels,
then, served as reinforcers for dominant and prevalent discourses around assessment and
accountability. Student subjects were continually constituted as the tested and in relation to what
deficits might be impeding their performance. For example, although Response to Intervention
(RTI) has been conceptualized as a process by which student needs can be better understood and
by which supplemental, personalized approaches can be used to support students’ learning, we
found that references to “Tier 2 students” and “Tier 3 students” were often used as fixed labels
signifying student performance categories in relation to pre-determined criteria for academic
achievement.
In this way, these labels (tiers) functioned as evolved signifiers within a longstanding
discourse related to students’ (dis)abilities, such as that which is used in relation to categorize
and sort special education (ESE) students while perpetuating deficit lenses (Sabnis, Castillo, &
Wolgemuth, 2020). In a related study, Sabnis et al. (2020) describe their own and others’
research demonstrating “how equity-oriented policies such as RTI often crystallize into a new
system that produces many of the same outcomes in a slightly varied form” (Sabnis et al., 2020,
p. 303). In relation to EFE, group labels such as these, even when excused as relating to equity
advancement by attending to supporting student learning, may perpetuate inequities or deter
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equity advancement. In this study, labels such as these worked against our pursuit of a lens of
identity complexity, reinforced testing performance as the most important thing about students,
ignored broad considerations of diversity, and grouped students together in relation for their
assumed need of a specific type of prescriptive (and largely ineffective, in this case) intervention.
While some of the prevalent language used to group students may change as new
processes or programs emerge or as different terms become overused, challenged, or stereotyped,
we must continue to challenge and work against the use of group labels that reinforce discourses
around testing performance as central to how students are understood. Our students are
multifaceted, complex people whose identities are continually emerging and who understand
themselves in myriad ways that diverge from how “school” often understands them. This clash
may increasingly contribute to dissonance or resistance within school settings, thereby working
against the very goals schools hope to accomplish. When student identities are affirmed and
students are viewed as complex individuals who are more than their math and reading scores,
might they be more likely to have their voices pursued, to be empowered, to learn, and even to
“achieve” according to accountability measures? What reforms might be necessary to create the
conditions whereby teachers no longer refer to students by a group to which they belong (“my
ELL students”) but instead by their names (“Jenny”) with inferred multiple, overlapping layers
and identities (Jenny, who loves to sing and draw, who identifies strongly with her Puerto Rican
and Dominican culture, who helps her younger sister do her work, who loves reading books, who
cannot see her friends right now, who has difficulty with number sense and operations, who
can’t wait for the upcoming holiday, who is shy in front of groups…)?
Of course, group labels may be recognized as a product of high-stakes accountability
measures and policies that have narrowed curriculum and that placed high-stakes testing on a
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pedestal, reinforcing the ongoing usage of such language. As additional factors working against
EFE, each of these are discussed below.
Narrowed and Null Curriculum. High-stakes testing continues to narrow the
curriculum and dictate what is included, excluded, emphasized, minimalized and so on. Many
elements of social justice issues remain perpetually situated within the “null curriculum” (Eisner,
1979) as that which students “do not have the opportunity to learn” (Milner, 2015, p. 55). The
null curriculum includes un-taught subjects, concepts, and processes that are exiled or ignored in
place of the tested subjects (reading, writing, math, science) that receive the majority of attention
in today’s schools. Many research-based practices around empowering, student-centered,
culturally responsive teaching are replaced or minimized in the accountability policy era with
specific curriculum and assessment demands. Wronowski (2020) explains:
Instructional strategies also changed in response to external accountability pressures.
Enriching instructional practices, such as inquiry learning and culturally relevant
pedagogy were frequently exchanged for “drill and grill” test preparation activities. (Au,
2007; Camp & Oesterreich, 2010; Longo-Schmid, 2016, p. 56; Malen & Rice, 2016).
Teachers in the accountability policy era have expressed that they have diminished
autonomy over curriculum and instruction and that narrowed curriculum and diluted
instructional practices have created an ethical conflict with the ethos of the teaching
profession and the development of students as critical citizens (Evans, Lee, & Thompson,
2016, p. 179; Longo-Schmid, 2016, p. 63; Powell, Higgins, Aram, & Freed, 2009;
Santoro, 2011b; Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008; Stillings, 2005). (p. 6)
Although researchers and educators alike have called for change, little progress has been made.
While this study’s implications for policymakers, legislators, and district leaders remain the same
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as what others have described around the need for reforming accountability and assessment
policies, what are teachers, administrators, and teacher educators to do in the meantime? While
reformed accountability measures in elementary schools remain necessary to address the root
cause of our current narrowed and null curriculum, the school’s curriculum materials, practices,
and/or expectations may offer a starting point for considerations about how to enact broader
change from within.
First, as this study demonstrated, I note that various teacher practices can enable an
increased equity focus through and around the given curriculum. In this study, we identified
several practices used to work toward equity goals while also making use of our required
curriculum, including (1) Leveraging given curriculum materials, (2) Making modifications to
the curriculum, (3) Replacing ELA texts in reading lessons, (4) Providing opportunities for
choice and self-expression in ways that had connections to “grade level standards,” and (5)
Identifying and utilizing a network of supplementary sources. Such practices might continue to
be explored, adjusted, and expanded by teachers in varying contexts working toward equity
advancement within the confines of their curriculum.
Often, teachers are confined to or acquiesce to that which is included in the materials
contained within their required curriculum. For example, as Fiona taught students the “focus
skill” of finding the main idea and supporting details (grade level standard 5.RI.1.2), the texts
provided in students’ books to practice this skill were “Identifying Constellations” and “How
Pluto Stopped Being a Planet.” Of course, the ability to determine a main idea and supporting
details might be taught and practiced with any number of texts, which may be understood as part
of an indirect or covert curriculum – they are means through which a certain skill or concept is
taught, but the content itself is secondary. In these situations, Fiona and I often located
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“replacement” texts to maintain alignment with our required standard and skill focus while also
integrating materials that had aims in relation to social justice and equity advancement – not only
viewing this as an opportunity to teach (directly or indirectly) about a social justice topic, but
also to identify materials that were more likely to engage or interest our learners based on what
we knew of them.
Finding texts of appropriate complexity, length, and that successfully introduced an idea
was often difficult and time-consuming. While we had to sift through various resources on our
own, however, we did have access to a variety of additional curriculum materials (a network of
sources) in order to enact these practices, some of which had direct connections with our justiceoriented goals. Even with requirements or restrictions around curriculum, then, an implication
for schools and districts is the ongoing need to recognize the importance of providing teachers
with access to varying resources. For example, we found resources that explored current news
and events (e.g., NewsELA, Achieve3000) to be an important source of materials for supporting
our equity-focused aims. These provided sources at the appropriate level of text complexity for
students to learn about current issues with equity, diversity, and social justice connections.
However, in addition to these possibilities for teachers committed to equity work, there
are further implications for schools, administrators, districts, curriculum developers, and teacher
educators. Because each of these curriculum practices we identified as using in relation to equity
advancement required us to move beyond our provided and mandated curriculum, we must
acknowledge the time and work involved in such practices and consider how teachers’ time
might be better maximized if other stakeholders can contribute to this work within their own
capacity. For example, professional development facilitators and teacher educators might engage
teachers/teacher candidates in exploring supplementary resources that can be used in their
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classrooms, as well as provide them with experience engaging in equity-focused curriculum
practices like the ones identified in this research, given the likelihood that this challenge will
remain indefinitely. In workshops, grade level meetings, methods and/or instructional design
coursework, etc., teachers could engage in projects or assignments where they critically review a
set of curriculum materials and revise, add to, adapt these materials in relation to particular
equity-focused or justice-oriented goals.
In chapter 4 (see Lens of Identity Complexity), we provided an example as to how the
teacher’s curriculum guide sometimes made and perpetuated assumptions about groups of
students, as well as an example of our “re-imagination” of part of the curriculum guide based on
what we would have found more helpful and affirming of our students. This finding, along with
the curriculum’s various missed opportunities for use of texts or teaching suggestions that would
strengthen equity work, implies the need for curriculum developers to work with both teachers
and students in order to develop materials that support and enable EFE. If a diversity-affirming,
justice-focused, student-empowering curriculum was utilized, teachers’ work in relation to EFE
would be amplified and extended; and districts, schools, administrators, and curriculum
developers each have power in ways that teachers do not in order to pursue this goal. These
stakeholders must also be active participants in systemic, equity-focused reform by creating,
advocating for, and adopting curricular materials that further such goals.
The Decline of Social Studies. Perhaps it will come as no surprise to many that scarce
attention was placed on “social studies” as a relevant content area by the school, district, or
curriculum. Social studies, while still a “taught” subject, was expected to be “integrated with”
ELA class rather than having its own dedicated lesson or class, with the primary suggestion
being an “independent work rotation” that students complete on their own by working through a
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self-directed module or set of resources while the teacher worked with other groups to teach
reading and writing skills. As others have discussed (Au, 2009; Fitchett, Heafner, & Lambert,
2014; Passe, 2006), the decline of social studies in elementary classrooms has taken place
alongside the rise in accountability and testing of other “core” subjects – reading, writing,
mathematics, and science. Over a decade ago, the Center for Education Policy found that at least
a third of almost 300 districts representing all 50 states had reduced social studies due to highstakes testing (Au, 2009).
In this research, space/time to name and discuss social justice issues with students and to
embed exploration of historical and current events required us to creatively manipulate our time
and to sometimes camouflage our work in response to perceived and real surveillance around
curriculum expectations. Still, we identified the ongoing feeling that we weren’t doing enough as
one of our findings. In relation to EFE, social studies offers a potential time and space in
elementary classrooms to prioritize diverse, affirmative histories and to further the development
of critical consciousness as students have time and space dedicated specifically to the
examination of historical and current events. It also expands possibilities for the role of
curriculum and curricular practices in relation to equity work. Equity-focused educators must
band together in working collectively to ensure that justice-focused social studies curriculum and
instruction asserts its place in classrooms.
Testing Drives All. The detrimental consequences of accountability measures and highstakes testing continue to be described in the literature (Center on Education Policy, 2007;
Cocke, Buckley, & Scott, 2011; Darling-Hammond, 2004; West, 2007; etc.). Schools designated
as “low-performing,” in particular, are placed under heightened surveillance and constant
pressure. With regard to equity and social justice education, researchers have described the
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“limited examination of how teachers translate their theoretical frameworks into curricular and
pedagogical practice, especially in the current climate of accountability mandates” (Dover, 2013,
p. 89). In this study, references to testing importance, preparing for testing, completing testing,
testing procedures, testing results, analyzing testing data, and so on dominated communications
in the school, district, and beyond, contributing to the perceived and real surveillance we felt and
that was present in our data throughout this study.
The findings of this study provide some examples as to how the EFE framework might be
used to explore and identify practices that can work toward equity within this climate. For
example, making learning relevant and personal was one practice that we used to affirm
students’ lives within and through our pedagogy and curriculum, even as testing-focused aims
remained intertwined with our “standards-based” instruction. In addition, an emphasis on
relationship and community building and the establishment of a democratic classroom
environment were practices used to reject depersonalized, skill-and-drill approaches and to
affirm and empower students within this context. Similarly, in some of our data related to the
finding humanizing approaches to learning, Fiona rejected district messaging around getting
kids excited for testing, incentivizing achievement or test scores, and maximizing “time on task”
(time focused on narrow academic content). Instead, she empathized with students, asserting or
implying her unconcern around testing results, especially as compared to the care and concern
she demonstrated in other ways and around other topics that students chose, that aligned with
their expressed interests, or that had historical or sociopolitical importance. In addition, all of our
findings related to curriculum practices furthered EFE’s insertion into, compatibility with, and
challenging of an accountability and testing-dominated climate.
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Despite these practices and the outcomes they enabled, it is clear that a broader
conversation around testing and accountability reform remains necessary. Ladson-Billings
(2020), for example, recently referenced voices asserting that “we can’t have a school year
without testing,” pointing out: “Well, we just had one [due to Covid-19 leading to these
cancelations in 2020], and the world hasn’t come to an end… We have to do a better job of
figuring out what kids know. Can we finally put tests in their proper perspective?…They tell us
something. They don’t tell us everything” (Ladson-Billings, 2020). Indeed, until the power that
flows through accountability measures and high-stakes testing is redirected and/or redistributed
to place greater emphasis or value on other aspects of teaching, learning, and lives, efforts
around EFE may be continually challenged/challenging.
Overall, this study provided further examples in relation to forces that may be working
against or resisting equity advancement work. It contributes to a multitude of calls around
rethinking policy and implementation efforts related to accountability and assessment structures
that are contributing to the narrowing of curriculum, deficit student labeling, deprofessionalization and demoralization of teachers, negative and stressful working conditions for
teachers, the replacement of project-based or inquiry-based learning with skill-and-drill teaching,
and more. Despite even the most committed teachers’ efforts, the conditions for are unlikely to
be made possible without greater structural and systemic reform by schools, districts,
communities, and local and federal government. In the following sections, I discuss additional
implications for schools, communities, states, and the nation in relation to the systemic change
needed for equity advancement.

242

The Need for Systemic Change for Equity Advancement
This study further supports calls for equity advancement as a systemic issue requiring
efforts and commitments beyond specific classrooms to include broader spheres of society
(Anyon, 1997, 2014; Medina et al, 2020; Milner IV, 2015; Picower, 2011, etc.). For example,
stemming from the findings of her study on teaching for social justice, Picower (2011) asserts,
“Although teachers can be successful at creating socially just classrooms, without larger forays
into social movements or activism, they are fighting a losing battle because they are not
transforming the broader neoliberal agenda” (p. 1130). She continues by describing that while
teachers can adapt their practices as they work toward social justice, this does not address the
root causes of the issues that are making such work necessary. Similarly, Sabnis et al. (2020)
point out that policy researchers exploring the outcomes of equity-focused initiatives can “fall
into the trap of blaming undesirable policy outcomes on poor implementation by local
stakeholders (e.g., teachers) while ignoring systemic factors (e.g., institutional racism,
ideologies) as well as the policy itself” (Datnow & Park, 2009)” (p. 287). Teachers’ work is
necessarily reactive and isolated until broader societal efforts are able to collectively and
proactively address equity issues within localized communities and through the shared
responsibilities of various stakeholders at the local, state, and federal levels.
In this study, Fiona and her students worked within a variety of conditions that countered
equity advancement efforts over which they had no control, including homelessness, housing
instability, inadequate or unsafe housing conditions, lack of internet access, lack of healthcare
access, lack of childcare or supervision, lack of access to school materials, and more. While
Fiona and I worked to pursue equity advancement in various ways within our means and
conditions, these factors – over which we had little influence – worked against our or minimized
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efforts. It becomes necessary, therefore, to place attention on the roles, responsibilities, and
possibilities for the school, the district, the community, and society broadly to better contribute
toward equity advancement.
Implications for Schools. The extent to which schools and administrators take an active
or passive role in supporting teachers in relation to equity work is as important consideration. In
relation to our findings in this research, implications for schools committed to equity work relate
to their role in managing time, resources, roles, responsibilities, and support structures. For
example, in this study, we found that our identification and use of a wide network of resources,
as well as our additions to or modification/replacement of curriculum materials, were practices
we employed related to equity advancement. However, these processes – including searching for
and evaluating materials, adjusting them to align with our students/grade level, and preparing for
their use (e.g., creating new modules on Canvas, developing new assignments, assignment
descriptions, rubrics, etc.) – were often extensive and time-consuming. Indeed, doing anything
beyond assigned expectations and/or different from the norm takes time and effort, and this is
certainly true for teachers who are engaged in the work of critically evaluating resources and
regularly making changes to materials, lessons, and/or units. In the context of the deprofessionalization of teaching, whereby teachers have been increasingly understood as
implementers of given (often scripted) curriculum, time/learning related to teacher-developed,
student-centered lesson design is often minimal. For schools committed to equity, then, this has
implications for how teachers’ time is valued, allocated, and supported. In whatever ways they
are able, school leadership and personnel must enable or advocate for adequate planning and
preparation time for teachers and teacher autonomy around use of provided materials.
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Similarly, schools must place attention on how resources that will support equity/social
justice work are acquired, shared, organized, disseminated, and explored through professional
learning. Schools have an important role in decision-making and allocating resources in order to
ensure that (1) teachers have access to materials that will support social justice teaching and
learning and that provide both representation and affirmation of diverse groups, (2) people and
processes are put into place to keep such materials organized and easily accessible/sharable, and
(3) teachers are provided with support, suggestions, learning, and materials, relating to current
events and how to facilitate learning around these events in their classrooms.
Next, in consideration of our finding around feelings of uncertainty in relation to teaching
around social justice issues, the importance of a support network becomes clear. While Fiona and
I served as “critical friends” to one another in this study and were able to collaborate in our
equity-focused planning and teaching, conditions for support and collaboration in this way were
not built into the school’s functioning, unless teachers took it upon themselves to engage in this
work during their team planning meetings or on their own time. Picower (2011) describes the
significance and impact of building a “safe haven” through a social justice critical inquiry project
group, through which members found belonging, motivation, and encouragement related to their
social justice teaching practices. She found that “all group members believed that without the
respite and reinforcement of the group, it was unlikely that they would have focused as much on
their social justice pedagogy” (Picower, 2011, p. 1123). While professional learning
communities related to equity issues had been integrated into professional development routines
in Fiona’s school in the past, no such support system existed during this study. If schools are to
support and contribute to equity advancement work, they must take seriously the inclusion of
structures or resources to support this teaching and learning.
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In the accountability era and faced with extensive pressure from outside voices (e.g., the
state), school leadership, particularly in “turnaround schools,” may have difficulty working
beneath this pressure and also supporting and affirming efforts that do not appear to have direct
alignment with the immediate accomplishment of short-term goals (e.g., school grade). However,
expressions of support and solidarity from leadership and school personnel broadly may be
powerful for teachers navigating various pressures and voices while working toward equity
advancement. In their review of the literature, Acton and Glasglow (2015) found that the ability
of administration and leadership “to help, empathise with and advocate for teachers in difficult
times” was a factor contributing to teachers’ wellbeing (p. 105). In our data, school/leadership
was not a voice we identified as distinct from district-as-voice. This suggests that, while we felt
support and respect from administration, they primarily served as a communicator of and
enforcer around district expectations; and “louder” voices from the school/leadership, perhaps in
ways that countered or challenged district voices, may have strengthened our equity-focused
work in this research.
Overall, schools have important responsibilities and considerations in relation to EFE.
These include advocacy, expressions of support, the management and allocation of time and
resources, and the availability of learning and/or support structures, such as equity-focused
professional learning communities, equity coaching, professional development, and more. Future
research should continue to explore the role of schools and school leaders in relation to EFE’s
functioning.
Implications for Communities. As a community partnership school, Hope Elementary
facilitated family and community connections in several ways during this study. These
connections created opportunities for students and families and provided them access to
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resources they may not have otherwise had, including food, medical and dental care,
transportation, childcare, mental health support, enrichment activities and classes for students
and parents, and more. We found this community partnership school context to enable new
possibilities related to EFE’s components advancing equity through family and community
connections and context responsiveness. For example, one of the practices we enacted was the
sharing of information and resources that we learned about from various community partners and
school personnel organizing this work. While Fiona and I alone would have been unable to
provide the kinds of resources and supports that were made available to families through this
community partnership, especially in the context of eLearning and our minimal face-to-face
interactions with students and families, we were able to ensure our students were made aware of
and provided access to these resources regularly. In this way, the work of the community
partnership was amplified through EFE and individual teacher practices. However, I also note
that a variety of challenges remained (see Responsiveness to Context in chapter 4), despite the
efforts and resources organized through the community school model, suggesting the ongoing
need to evaluate, strengthen, and target the work enabled through community partners and
resources.
In describing the challenges associated with urban schools labeled as “failing,” Medina et
al. (2020) explain, “ Realistically, the problem is exclusively not low-test scores, unmotivated
students, disengaged parents, or unqualified teachers; the problem is far more systemic and
requires a built-in community support system to serve as a structural asset for the success of
students and their families” (p. 78). The ongoing development and strengthening of community
schools, as a “strategy for organizing the resources of the community around student success”
(Lubell, 2011, p. 1), must be considered as equity work in schools is pursued and researched.
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Quinn (2011) describes the community school approach as a “response rooted in social justice
because it expands opportunities for such students to engage in learning and to overcome a range
of health and economic barriers to success. While this strategy works for all children, it is
particularly important in our most impoverished neighborhoods” (p. ix).
Next, the school district might also be positioned here as part of the community
responsible the advancement of equity; and I suggest that the district in which this study took
place has significant need for organizational change in order to (better) contribute to equity
advancement. First and foremost, districts such as Hope’s need to have critical conversations
about the testing and curricular practices they are enacting, reinforcing, or allowing. In this
study, the emphasis placed on testing related narrow academic goals was pervasive from districtas-voice, which we identified as working against or disrupting EFE in many ways. Despite
pressures coming from outside sources (state/federal accountability expectations), school
districts can and must take a more active role in challenging dominant discourses around the
function and prominence of assessment, in advocating for teachers and students, in ensuring
curriculum resources are responsive and expansive, and in minimizing the power afforded to
their own internal testing processes. Overall, I suggest that the district’s role in testing and
curriculum reform should include, but is not limited to, the following: (1) bringing teachers and
students as key voices in curricular and assessment decision-making, (2) regularly conducting
equity audits of processes and materials, and making changes as needed, (3) regularly examining
the extent to which current processes and structures are meeting the needs of all students, (4)
allocating and affirming time dedicated to social-emotional learning, social studies, and
relationship/community building, and (5) ongoing attention to and reform related to current
research around equity advancement in schools.
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In addition, in alignment with others’ calls (e.g., Milner, 2015), districts also have power
and resources to contribute to equity advancement through their budgeting, allocation, and
advocacy practices. For example, districts must prioritize class size reductions in ways that are
responsive to teachers’ perspectives, particularly in schools with large numbers of “schooldependent children” (Milner, 2015, p. 48), where students rely on school for various needs in
addition to academic learning. Districts must also prioritize the hiring of support staff (e.g.,
teacher aides, counselors, social workers, nurses, etc.) and the acquisition of other resources
needed to meet all learners needs. In this way, students will be better equipped to engage in
classrooms where teachers are enabled to do what they are best prepared to do: teach.
However, as others have noted (e.g., Sabnis et al., 2020), the adoption of new equityfocused reforms or policies are unlikely to be successful when enacted as simplified and
compliance-driven procedures that can be “easily absorbed into the existing system” (p. 304).
This implies that the suggestions above cannot be addressed as items on a checklist without
attention to ongoing stakeholder learning and support, ongoing critical evaluation of processes
and outcomes, and the strengthening of equity-oriented ideologies district-wide.
State and Federal Implications. The fact that our schools are not resolving – and in fact
are perpetuating – various inequalities is a national issue. Yet, expectations and demands around
educational reform are placed primarily on schools, and more specifically on teachers as the “the
leverage point of accountability policies” (Wronowski, 2020, p. 2). Darling-Hammond (2004),
for example, decries our nation’s “one-way accountability system that holds children and
educators to test-based standards they are not enabled to meet, while it does not hold federal or
state governments to standards that would ensure equal and adequate educational opportunity”
(p. 6).
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In this study, Fiona was bombarded with the trickle-down effects of mismanaged and
ineffective policies while trying to engage in equity work, which in many ways worked against
or diminished her efforts. In addition, Fiona’s equity work involved trying to be responsive to
and helpful in relation to issues beyond the realm of her control or influence. In the context of
this study, federal and/or state attention to the following issues might have reinforced rather than
disrupted our equity advancement efforts: (1) immediate prioritization of ensuring high-speed
internet access was provided to all families in need during the Covid-19 pandemic that
necessitated eLearning, (2) immediate prioritization of adequate emergency supports for families
who were already experiencing poverty or significant financial need at the start of the Covid-19
pandemic, (3) temporary elimination of high-stakes testing and/or clarity on how testing
purposes were being adjusted to reduce pressures during these extreme circumstances, and (4)
the provision of supplementary access to health care and mental health care as needed, including
targeted efforts to ensure communities understood how and where to access these resources
without concern of cost, among other possibilities.
On a longer-term basis, of course, varying connections can be made to social, political,
and economic factors that fall under federal jurisdiction and which require reform in order to
support and strengthen teachers’ and schools’ work around equity advancement. For example, in
describing the need for public policy reform in order to better address the needs in today’s urban
schools, Anyon (2014) pointed out, “As a nation, we have been counting on education to solve
the problems of unemployment, joblessness, and poverty for many years. But education did not
cause these problems, and education cannot solve them. An economic system that chases profits
and casts people aside (especially people of color) is culpable” (p. 5). Regulation and policy
around a variety of factors – including wealth distribution, affordable housing, affordable
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childcare, minimum wage, unemployment, health care, public transportation, immigration, the
criminal justice system, tax rates, and more – have both direct and indirect relationships to
students and schools (Anyon, 2014); and on a national level, there is a significant need for
greater recognition of the interconnectedness among these issues and what is possible in schools,
along with the development of a shared responsibility for the advancement of equity in
education.
In addition, this study offers further support for national educational policy reform that
continues to be called for in the literature (Au, 2010; Milner, 2015; Wronowski & Urick, 2019,
etc.). Policies like No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and Race to the Top (RTTT) have contributed
to the narrowing of the curriculum, decreased teacher autonomy, increased time dedicated to
various assessment processes, and excessive regulation and surveillance, particularly in “failing”
schools, which has a variety of additional unintended consequences, some of which are described
in this study. Revised federal policy in relation to accountability measures driving testingfocused demands is urgently needed to better enable the conditions for equity work.
Future Research
In addition to the varying implications for future research described in this chapter, a few
specific recommendations are described here. In this study, EFE provided a research-based
framework to our work that prompted equity-focused practices and considerations and that
facilitated new practices and considerations in our specific context. Future research might
explore the ways in which the EFE framework functions to facilitate the exploration or naming
of practices that relate to equity advancement, in particular spaces, times, and contexts, perhaps
in ways that both have distinctions from and similarities to EFE’s literature basis and related
explorations of its enactment. In addition, considerations around EFE’s broader functioning
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beyond a classroom might provide additional insight into equity advancement work. How might
EFE function in a grade level, school, or district? How might EFE function in teacher
preparation, graduate coursework, and professional development?
This study explored EFE’s functioning as a framework broadly, limiting some
possibilities for greater depth of exploration around particular components of the framework.
Therefore, research examining particular components of EFE’s functioning might contribute to
the literature around equity in elementary contexts, as well. For example, research focused
primarily on one framework component such as broad considerations of diversity or advancing
equity through curriculum practices might create opportunities for a greater depth of exploration
and discussion of findings and implications in these particular domains. Similarly, in
consideration of some of the forces we identified as working against EFE, future research might
explore efforts at pushing back against these forces, perhaps through use of action research or
other participatory methods.
In addition, researchers ought to continue to explore SJPACK or related frameworks for
teacher learning/support and their relationship to EFE. Teachers enacting EFE may benefit from
targeted learning around the content and pedagogy specific to equity-centered/social justice
teaching. Similar to the challenges new teachers often experience as they learn to teach certain
academic content at a particular age level or when a lesson plan goes off-script, teachers
facilitating learning around social justice topics may experience challenges in designing ageappropriate learning experiences or in responding to unexpected occurrences during these
lessons; and they will likely benefit significantly from SJPACK whereby they learn both content
and pedagogy for this type of teaching and learning. Ongoing research into these areas will
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contribute to the literature base around preparing and sustaining equity advancement work in
elementary contexts.
Finally, ongoing research is needed in relation to the areas of “silences” identified in the
EFE framework: student learning, centering student voices, and identity complexity. Our
findings in each of these areas offer a glimpse into possibilities for their continued and expanded
study. For example, future research might further explore or expand the meaning-making
processes we identified as we placed emphasis on student voice in this research, which included
students’ generation of examples, descriptions of personal connections, usage of media or
materials to facilitate idea expression, and evaluation or critique of topics. Ongoing attention to
these “silences” may allow them to be reframed as “threads” woven through various equity
advancement practices and built upon the foundational components of EFE. As we found in this
study in relation to equity practice categories in the EFE framework, these threads can and
should continue to be expanded or developed in relation to equity work, even once they have a
greater presence in the literature.
Limitations
A variety of possible limitations can be noted in relation to this study. First, the amount
of data produced was extensive, making the navigation and organization of the data challenging
at times. While data reduction was an intentional and necessary decision, some data necessarily
received less attention than other data; and various data was certainly excluded from that which
was able to be represented in this dissertation. In connection with this, I found the confines of
dissertating/the dissertation to be a limitation related to engaging in and representing findings
from this study. These limitations included maintaining a timeline, time restrictions, navigating
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dissertating along with other doctoral student responsibilities, and producing a final, cohesive
document that met particular requirements and used particular formatting.
In addition, I found the process and results emerging from obtaining consent and assent
as required by IRB, while a necessary and important process, to be a limitation in relation to the
ways in which student voices were made accessible or able to be represented in this study.
As I engaged in this research, there were innumerable instances in which some students’
responses, work, ways of engaging, etc. would have further contributed to our data and/or our
representations, but which could not be recorded/collected due to consent requirements. In most
cases, this was not due to parents or students declining assent/consent, but due to parents not
responding to consent requests. While of course such processes and requirements are fully
necessary to protect children and their privacy, I position this as a limitation in that many
students’ voices were excluded from this work when these voices would have provided
additional value and insight in relation to our research questions.
On Methodology
In my initial research proposal, I described various tentative and open-ended processes,
and my intention to bring together different methodological approaches and theoretical
perspectives to conduct this study. I explained wanting to “leave open possibilities for
adjustments to our methods and methodology as the study unfolds.” Engaging in this research
without clear, straightforward processes felt risky and provoked a range of feelings and fears at
various points in the study. As a novice researcher, I had moments of panic when I felt I was
“making something up” (I’m sure I was not; “I could not have thought those thoughts by
thinking alone” [St Pierre, 2011, p. 621]); or when I felt I did not have a clear next step, such as
when I observed that my “field notes” had turned into a kind of scrapbook (“How do I ‘fix’ this?
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How do I work with this? How will I analyze this?”); or when I observed my “findings” chapter
turning into a compilation of representations, excerpts, art, descriptions, and so on in ways that I
had never seen in other research (importantly distinguished from had never been done in other
research). I clung to ideas and texts I recalled that affirmed my lack of structure, such as KoroLjungberg’s (2015) descriptions of fluid methodological spaces (p. 79-89), simultaneously
wondering how or whether my own research connected with these ideas and whether this
dissertation would be acceptable to the institution. However, persisting in this uncertain research
produced much: new processes, new representations, my own and others’ learning and thinking,
new understandings of myself as a researcher and educator, and likely more.
In addition, the collaborative and participatory methods used in this research blurred
boundaries between the roles of researcher and participants, enabling the roles of researcher-asteacher and the teacher-as-researcher. Rather than doing research on a classroom or about a
teacher or students, this research enabled me to work with the teacher and students to support and
engage in equity-focused work; and the teacher was able to be extensively involved in the
research process rather than function as a distant participant. In this way, both my “participants”
and I benefited from this research; and I developed a greater understanding around what it means
to work with and for schools as a researcher, creating possibilities for both immediate (coteaching/classroom-based) and longer-term (publications) contributions. Such methodological
approaches offer potential and possibilities for educational researchers interested in engaging
with the communities in which they conduct their research.
EFE Framework, Revisited
This study’s exploration of EFE’s functioning and its related findings point to ongoing
and new opportunities to work with the EFE framework as a theoretical basis, as a research and
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analysis tool, and as a tool for ongoing learning and implementation of equity-focused work in
elementary contexts and beyond. As a result of this research, I adjusted the framework slightly to
expand how responsiveness to context was defined, drawing attention to the ways broader issues
may be intersecting with school and community context responsiveness (see figure 65: Revised
EFE framework). While my critical review of literature that initially prompted the framework’s
development helped outline practices and considerations related to education for equity (see
chapter 2), this study both used and expanded these practices and considerations, contributing to
the development and understanding of possibilities and challenges around equity-focused work
in elementary contexts; and I invite others to do the same within their own contexts and research.
Developed with the intention of bringing together research and scholars with common equityfocused goals, this framework enables possibilities for both unity and diversity in equity
advancement work and research. Built upon the framework’s foundational components, the four
categories of practices as conceptualized in the framework (pedagogical practices, curriculum
practices, practices related to family and community connections, and teacher commitment
practices), as well as the areas lacking attention in the literature woven through the center of the
framework (lens of identity complexity, centering student voices, and ongoing student learning),
have possibilities for continued exploration, expansion, and adaptation to particular contexts as
researchers and educators work toward understanding equity work in elementary settings.
Collectively, we can continue to strengthen this work as we develop, expand, and study EFE and
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the various practices in might encompass that can be enacted in classrooms as we work toward
equity in education and the development of a more just, equitable society.

Figure 66. Revised EFE Framework

Conclusion
In this chapter, I discuss various implications and considerations related to the findings
from this study and equity advancement work. These include considerations around EFE’s
functioning in this study and beyond, polyvocality and materiality in teachers’ and students’
lives, possibilities for supporting teachers toward equity advancement, forces working against
EFE, and the need for systemic change in relation to equity advancement, with implications for
schools, communities, and our nation more broadly. I also discuss possibilities for future
research in relation to EFE and the findings from this study; and I reflect on this study’s
methodology and related implications. The findings of this research and the related discussion
may offer important insight and implications as researchers and educators alike aim to work
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toward equity and to develop research-based conditions through which widely diverse students
are affirmed, empowered, and engaged as critically conscious, justice-oriented people.
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Appendix A: Teacher Conversations Protocol
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What have we been doing in relation to the various components of the EFE framework?
o How did we make those decisions?
o How did they go?
o How do each of us feel about how this has been going in the classroom?
o What would we change or do differently?
Which areas of the framework haven’t received much attention? Why? What could we do to
address these?
What successes are we experiencing in relation to EFE?
What challenges are we experiencing in relation to EFE?
What is influencing our daily decisions? In what ways?
How are students responding to what we are doing in relation to EFE?
What changes might we make based on students’ perspectives, responses, and interactions with
EFE content?
What are we currently wondering?
What else seems to be influencing how EFE is functioning right now? In what ways?
Is there anything else that we want to discuss that we haven’t yet?
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Appendix B: Student Conversations Protocol
● What do you remember about [X lesson, discussion, or experience]? What did you think about this?
How did you feel during this? How did you feel after it?
● What is your perspective on [topic]? Why?
● When we talked about ______, what did that make you think/feel? What questions do you have
about it?
● What topics do you think are important for us to discuss in class? Why?
● What do you like about what is happening in your classroom right now?
● In what ways do you feel connected to what you are learning?
● What do you dislike about what is happening in your classroom right now?
● In what ways do you feel disconnected from what you are learning?
● What would you change if you were the teacher in your classroom?
● What is helping you learn right now? How?
● Tell us about something new you learned this week.
● What issues in your life right now (think of home, family, community, after school experiences)
that relate to what we are learning or doing at school?
● What aspects of your identity (who you are) do you want to talk about with us?
● How would you describe yourself to others?
● Give an example of how you feel this classroom recognizes/does not recognize important things
about you.
● Give us an example of something you have learned that you think is important outside of school.
● Is there anything else you want to talk about that we didn’t talk about yet?
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